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ABSTRACT 
Blended learning, a combination of face-to-face and online instruction, is seen as one of the 
most important advancements of this century and a natural evolution of the learning agenda 
(Thorne, 2003). Blended learning studies that compared traditional and blended foreign 
language classes showed no significant differences in learner outcomes and indicated student 
satisfaction with their learning experience. However, these studies did not allow for a 
sufficient description of what actually happens in an environment of a blended learning class 
because they lacked information about a number of characteristics such as teaching materials 
and methods, patterns of interaction, and participant roles. Moreover, some of the studies did 
not contain a theoretical base necessary to unify information about blended language 
learning.  
 
In view of these needs, this dissertation investigated a technology-enhanced blended learning 
in an ESL program. The study described the blended learning model using the framework for 
blended learning design proposed by Neumeier (2005). It also approached the investigation 
of blended learning as an innovation from two theoretical perspectives: Diffusion of 
Innovations theory (Rogers, 2003) and Curricular Innovation Model (Markee, 1997) by 
examining the innovation, its attributes, and stages of the innovation-decision process.  
 
Case study methodology was used to describe a hypothetical blended learning ESL class 
situated within the context of an Intensive English Program. The description of the case, the 
hypothetical lower-intermediate listening/speaking class, was based on the analysis of two 
actual listening/speaking classes which constituted two embedded units of analysis. Main 
participants in two classes included two teachers and their thirty-one students in addition to 
five other teachers and two administrators. Two classes used a commercially-available 
learning management system (LMS), MyNorthStarLab, to combine face-to-face classroom 
teaching and online learning in the computer lab and for homework. Both qualitative data 
(in-depth teacher interviews, class and lab observations, and student and teacher focus 
groups) and quantitative data (student surveys and student LMS records) were analyzed. 
 
xi 
 
The main findings indicate that participants could observe integration of face-to-face and 
CALL modes and that students could practice all language skills in both modes. A number of 
interactional patterns among the teacher, students, and computer were observed while 
teachers exhibited a variety of roles. It was also found that the use of MyNorthStarLab in 
blended learning classes represented an innovation according to Rogers’ definition and that 
both positive and negative innovation attributes were present. Overall, teachers and most 
students had positive attitudes towards the innovation and teachers passed through the first 
four stages of the innovation-decision process.  
 
The results of the study showed that innovations theory can have applications in applied 
linguistics and computer-assisted language learning. Case study methodology yielded 
evidence about the blended learning model that previous comparison studies were not able to 
provide. This dissertation has practical implications for language programs and teachers and 
theoretical implications for the innovation and blended learning frameworks that informed it.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Statement of the problem 
The widespread adoption of computer technology in all aspects of human lives in the last 
decade has led to its growing presence in educational settings. Teaching and learning do not 
have to take place in the traditional face-to-face classroom anymore and students increasingly 
expect some level of computer-mediated instruction in their college classes. This amount of 
computer-mediated instruction can vary from, for example, students accessing the class 
syllabus and notes online to students taking part in online simulations of lab experiments. 
According to Picciano (2009), classes where face-to-face and online activities are integrated 
in a planned, pedagogically valuable manner and where online activities replace a portion of 
face-to-face time are blended learning classes. 
 
A general definition of blended learning is a combination of face-to-face and computer-
mediated instruction (Graham, 2006). Blended learning is seen as natural evolution of the 
learning agenda and even as the most important advancements of this century (Thorne, 2003, 
p. 2). Graham (2006) goes as far as to claim that blended learning “may even become so 
ubiquitous that we will eventually drop the word blended and just call it learning” (p. 7). 
Along the same lines Ross and Gage (2006) argue:  
In the long run, almost all courses offered in higher education will be blended. […] It 
is almost certain that blended learning will become the new traditional model of 
course delivery in ten years. […] What will differentiate institutions from one another 
will not be whether they have blended learning but rather how they do the blending 
and where they fall on the blended learning spectrum.” (p. 167) 
 
What made these authors so enthusiastic about blended learning? How did researchers 
determine advantages of blended learning, in particular blended language learning of interest 
to this dissertation? They did so by comparing performance of students in blended and 
traditional classes; surveying views of teachers, students and administrators; and evaluating 
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blended learning initiatives. For example, a number of studies comparing blended foreign 
language classes against traditional classes found no statistically significant differences on a 
number of language performance indicators: (Barr, Leakey, & Ranchoux, 2005; Chenoweth 
& Murday, 2003; Chenoweth, Ushida, & Murday, 2006; Echavez-Solano, 2003; Green & 
Youngs, 2001; Scida & Scaury, 2006). Student and teacher input about their experience in 
blended learning courses indicated a trend of increasing satisfaction (Murday et al., 2008). A 
blended French program was evaluated in Adair-Hauck, Willingham-McLain, and Youngs 
(1999) and performance of students in blended and traditional classes found equal. 
 
With the evidence for effectiveness of blended instruction at hand, it may appear that blended 
learning research agenda has been exhausted. This is far from truth. While there will always 
be interest in global effectiveness studies, some blended learning researchers suggest another 
line of inquiry. The second part of the quote from Ross and Gage (2006) above suggests a 
shift in focus: it is not a matter of whether an institution will blend but how that blend will be 
made. Similarly, White (2006) proposes a future research agenda: “a crucial avenue for 
research concerns how students work within environments comprising typically classroom 
instruction, independent learning and online learning environments both individual and 
collaborative” (p. 259-260).  
 
To answer the question of how, descriptive research is needed to depict the environment of 
blended learning classes and many of its variables. The comparative methodology of 
effectiveness studies which requires equal conditions in blended and traditional classes so 
meaningful comparisons can be made, does not allow for the fine-grained portrayal of 
specific features in blended environments that make blended learning effective. Without 
knowing these features it is hard to say how learners performed the way they did or formed 
certain attitudes towards blended learning. The first step in the direction of descriptive 
research represents examination of blended learning models so that new models as effective 
as or better than those already researched can be created. Graham and Robinson (2007) state 
this research goal: “a good beginning point will be to develop well articulated examples, 
cases and models of how blended learning can work in a variety of different contexts” (p. 
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108).  This description of the models needs to be guided by theory that systematically unifies 
information about a phenomenon and leads its research on a number of levels. However, 
blended language learning seems to lack theoretical conceptualization, research agenda, and 
qualitative research (Neumeier, 2005, p. 164). To address the need for descriptive research, 
blended learning models, theoretical conceptualization of blended learning, and qualitative 
data, this dissertation provides a thorough description of the blended learning model in ESL 
classes using case study methodology while it also approaches blended learning from the 
theoretical standpoint of an innovation.  
Purpose of the study 
The purpose of this case study is to describe the blended learning environment in an ESL 
class where use of online CALL materials delivered through a commercially-made learning 
management system, creates the blend. In this study technology-enhanced blended learning is 
defined as face-to-face teaching and learning supplemented by an online component 
delivered through a learning management system (LMS). In this blend, the amount of face-
to-face class time is not reduced and replaced by computer-assisted language learning 
(CALL) activities, but remains the same.  
 
The first goal of the study is to describe the blended learning model using criteria previously 
outlined in the blended language learning literature (Neumeier, 2005). The study employs 
descriptive, single-case design with two embedded units of analysis. Next, the dissertation 
aims to establish whether the use of a learning management system in blended 
listening/speaking classes represents an innovation according to definitions from Rogers’ 
Diffusion of Innovations theory (2003) and Markee’s Curricular Innovation Model (1997). 
An additional goal is to investigate the attributes which can help or hinder the diffusion of an 
innovation (Rogers, 2003). The third objective is to collect the attitudes of teachers and 
students towards the innovation. The final goal is to describe the stages of the innovation-
decision process teachers go through (Rogers, 2003).  
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Significance of the study 
I believe that knowledge obtained in this study can make contributions to the field of CALL 
and applied linguistics. The first benefit of this study is the description of the blended 
learning model and many of its features previously unaddressed in the literature on blended 
language learning. The study employs case study methodology which incorporates 
qualitative and quantitative data to yield evidence earlier comparison blended learning 
studies were not able to provide. This work also applies the diffusion of innovations 
framework to the study of a CALL innovation thus showing that innovations theory can 
provide a theoretical foundation missing from some of the previous studies. Finally, this 
dissertation has practical implications for language programs and language teachers and 
theoretical implications for innovation-diffusion and blended learning frameworks that 
informed it.  
Organization of the dissertation  
This dissertation consists of five chapters. The first chapter introduces the study by defining 
blended learning, and presenting motivation for the study, its purpose and significance. 
Chapter 2 reviews the literature on blended language learning, introduces theoretical 
background and lists four research questions. It first presents the framework for blended 
learning design (Neumeier, 2005) that guides the review of literature and then situates the 
study within two theoretical frameworks: Diffusion of Innovations (Rogers, 2003) and 
Curricular Innovation Model (Markee, 1997). Chapter 3 introduces case study research 
methodology and describes the setting, participants, and materials followed by data sources 
and steps taken in the data analysis. Chapter 4 presents and discusses the results by research 
questions. Chapter 5 summarizes the results and brings into discussion limitations and 
implications. The chapter ends with directions for future research and general conclusions. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW  
This chapter reviews literature which influenced this dissertation and provided a starting 
point for investigation of blended learning. First, a discussion of two blended learning 
frameworks (Sloan-C’s and Neumeier’s (2005)) is presented and a case made for using the 
latter because it is more specific to the field of applied linguistics and computer-assisted 
language learning. Neumeier’s framework guides the description of the blended learning 
model researched in this study as well as the review of eleven blended language learning 
comparison and non-comparison studies. The thorough review indicated insufficient 
information about several important features of blended language courses (materials, 
teaching methods, patterns of interaction, and participant roles), which created a need for the 
present study. 
 
Second, the chapter discusses two theoretical frameworks, Diffusion of Innovations theory 
(Rogers, 2003) and Curricular Innovation Model (Markee, 1997), which situate the present 
research. Diffusion of Innovations guides the investigation of the use of a learning 
management system in a technology-enhanced blended learning class, its classification as an 
innovation, its attributes, and stages of the innovation-decision process. The Curricular 
Innovation Model approaches the study of the innovation from the field of language teaching 
and learning and is used to look at innovation products. After the discussion of the literature 
which highlighted main gaps and description of theoretical frameworks which positioned the 
study, four research questions are presented. 
Blended learning frameworks 
The discussion of blended learning in higher education begins with the quality framework 
created by Sloan Consortium (Sloan-C). Sloan C is a non-profit organization dedicated to 
integration of online education into the mainstream of higher education (Sloan-C website). 
Although the framework was originally established to assess online learning, it has 
increasingly been used to evaluate blended learning (Lorenzo & Moore, 2002; Laumakis, 
Graham, & Dziuban, 2009). The framework consists of five pillars: learning effectiveness, 
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student satisfaction, faculty satisfaction, cost effectiveness, and access (Lorenzo & Moore, 
2002).  According to the Sloan-C website, the goal of learning effectiveness is meeting or 
exceeding institutional standards, which can be demonstrated by measuring student progress. 
Students and faculty are satisfied with blended learning courses if they are pleased with their 
learning and teaching experience. Cost effectiveness aims at improving services and reducing 
costs while providing a fair return on tuition rates for the institution. Finally, access includes 
administrative and technical infrastructure and learner support services which allow access to 
all learners. This framework was successfully applied to a range of academic disciplines from 
psychology (Laumakis, Graham, & Dziuban, 2009) to management information systems 
(Larson & Sung, 2009) as judging by journal publications while the Sloan-C website 
publishes a current list of user-supplied effective practices related to any topic in online 
education.   
 
Although guiding research in a variety of fields, I found some pillars overly broad for the 
study of blended learning in this dissertation. First, institutional aspects of the framework 
were not of immediate interest for this study which focused on the experience of individuals 
(teachers and students). Moreover, institutional cost effectiveness and access fell beyond the 
scope of this research. Finally, the purpose of the study was the description of the learning 
environment which did not include assessment of learning outcomes as a way to demonstrate 
learning effectiveness. Instead of Sloan-C’s framework, the framework for designing blended 
learning environments for language teaching and learning was employed in this work 
(Neumeier, 2005) because it is more specific to the field of applied linguistics and computer-
assisted language learning. 
 
In this study, Neumeier’s framework (2005) allows for a fine-grained look at the number of 
components of the language classroom. Neumeier writes that the framework focuses on 
“requirements that are specific to the teaching and learning of languages” (2005, p. 176) and 
is the result of research and development of a blended learning course, Jobline, at Munich 
University. The course was designed to teach students at German universities how to apply 
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for a job in English through practice in writing CVs and cover letters and speaking in job 
interviews.  
 
There are six parameters in the framework: 1) mode,  2) model of integration, 3) distribution 
of learning content and objectives, 4) language teaching methods, 5) involvement of learning 
subjects (students, tutors, and teachers), and 6) location. The framework guides the 
description of the blended model in this study and represents a starting point for the 
discussion of CALL blended learning studies later in this section. Each of the parameters is 
discussed next. 
 
According to Neumeier, two major modes in blended environments are face-to-face and 
CALL. The mode which guides learners and where they spend most of the time is called the 
lead mode. Sequencing and negotiation of content is also done in the lead mode. The modes 
are further divided into components or sub-modes (for example, different teaching 
methodologies in the face-to-face mode or synchronous and asynchronous communication in 
the CALL mode).  
 
Neumeier finds the second parameter, model of integration, very important. Overall, 
integration is related to the obligatory or optional nature of activities. Moreover, level of 
integration is connected to sequencing of modes which can be alternating, parallel, or 
overlapping to name just a few. For example, the face-to-face mode can alternate with a 
CALL sub-mode (such as message board) or the message board can be available throughout 
the course parallel to the other sub-modes. A decision on how to sequence activities could be 
based on the degree of transactional distance defined as the “physical distance that leads to a 
communication gap” (Moore & Kearsley, 1996, p.203). Neumeier gives an example of a 
blended model where an activity with a low degree of transactional difference, a group face-
to-face discussion, was scheduled after individual work on a CD-ROM with a little 
collaborative character.  
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Parameter three, distribution of learning content and objectives, can be implemented in two 
ways: parallel or isolated. Parallel distribution allows a certain language skill to be 
incorporated and practiced in both modes. Neumeier’s blended course, Jobline, uses isolated 
distribution because speaking was only practiced in the face-to-face mode (Neumeier, 2005). 
Language teaching methods, parameter four, are influenced by online materials, the online 
tutor, and the face-to-face teacher. Neumeier claims that the CALL mode is often considered 
limited in comparison to face-to-face teaching regarding the range of teaching methods; 
therefore communicative language teaching methods should be employed to counterbalance 
CALL mode limitations.  
 
Involvement of learning subjects, parameter five, refers to types of interaction that can take 
place in the blended environment. In addition to two major interaction patterns, human-to-
human and human-to-computer, there are a number of variations (for example, student-to-
student through computer). Another descriptor of this parameter is teacher and learner roles.  
In the blended environment both teachers and students assume new roles so teachers can 
become online tutors and students more autonomous learners. The final parameter, location, 
refers to the physical space were learning takes place. In addition to traditional locations such 
as classroom and home, new technologies (such as mobile phones) can allow for learning to 
take place elsewhere.  
CALL blended learning studies 
Previous CALL blended learning research and practice provided a background for this 
dissertation. In this section I reviewed eleven blended language learning studies (for the list 
see Table 1) using the previously described Neumeier’s framework (2005). In the review, I 
divided the studies into comparison and non-comparison based on their research design. 
Comparison blended learning studies (marked as CS in Table 1) examined the effectiveness 
of blended learning in higher education foreign language instruction by comparing blended 
instruction (face-to-face together with CALL instruction) with traditional instruction (face-
to-face without CALL instruction). Non-comparison studies (marked as NCS in Table 1) 
examined blended learning program design and implementation, and student and teacher 
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attitudes towards blended learning. This review highlighted the lack of information about 
important features of blended models in these studies, which ultimately motivated this study. 
 
Participants in comparison studies were students of French, Spanish, and German who 
received instruction either in the traditional class (control groups) or working on computer-
based or web activities in addition to the traditional class (blended learning groups). 
Participants in non-comparison studies were students of English as a Foreign Language 
(EFL), Spanish, and French taking blended learning classes. Table 1 gives an overview of 
these studies including the type of study (comparison or non-comparison), number of 
participants, language taught, and proficiency level. 
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Table 1. Overview of blended learning studies by type of study, number of participants, 
language taught, and proficiency level 
Study 
Type of 
study 
Number of 
participants Language taught Proficiency level 
Adair-Hauck et 
al. (1999) 
CS* 33 French beginner 
Banados (2006) NCS* 39 EFL beginner 
Barr et al. (2005) CS 29 French beginner 
Chenoweth and 
Murday (2003) 
CS 20 French beginner 
Chenoweth et al. 
(2006) 
CS 365 French and 
Spanish 
beginner and 
intermediate 
Echavez-Solano 
(2003) 
CS 160 Spanish beginner 
Green and 
Youngs (2001) 
CS 46 French and 
German 
beginner 
Murday et al. 
(2008) 
NCS not reported French and 
Spanish 
beginner and 
intermediate 
Scida and Saury 
(2006) 
CS 41 + 135 Spanish beginner 
Stracke (2007) NCS 32 + 9 French and 
Spanish 
beginner 
Ushida (2005) NCS 9 + 14 + 7 French and 
Spanish 
beginner and 
intermediate 
* CS: a comparison study, NCS: Non-comparison study 
 
Blended learning classes in these studies combined two modes: face-to-face and CALL. The 
time spent in each mode per week ranged from 1 to 2.5 hours in the face-to-face mode and 
from 20 minutes to 2 hours in the CALL mode. As can be seen in Table 2, students spent 
most of the time in the face-to-face mode which was the lead mode in all studies. The 
location of the face-to-face mode was the classroom and the location of the CALL mode was 
the computer lab or student home. The technology used in the CALL sub-mode included 
CALL programs, course management systems, and the web. Most of the studies used 
learning management systems -- LMSs (WebCT or Mallard) to deliver instruction, 
sometimes in conjunction with computer-mediated communication tools. For example, 
through WebCT, learners had access to course materials, quizzes, electronic bulletin boards, 
e-mail, and synchronous chat programs (Chenoweth & Murday, 2003; Chenoweth et al., 
2006; Murday et al., 2008; Ushida, 2005). In these studies, French and Spanish students 
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participated in weekly text chat sessions with classmates in addition to weekly twenty-minute 
meetings with the instructor and one contact hour meeting in the classroom. While all authors 
in Table 2 described technology and some activities conducted in the CALL mode, they did 
not specifically address the teaching methods or activities used in the face-to-face mode. For 
example, no classroom observations were done in Stracke (2007) to determine how 
instruction was conducted. The only three exceptions are Barr et al. (2005), Adair-Hauck et 
al. (1999), and Echavez-Solano (2003).  Barr et al. (2005) mentioned that participants had 
group discussions and conversations in class while Adair-Hauck et al., (1999) reported 
students doing in-class speaking tasks. Echavez-Solano (2003) described structured input 
exercises students worked on both in the CALL and face-to-face mode and called in-class 
activities communicative probably because they were speaking tasks. 
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Table 2.  Modes in blended learning classes 
 Face-to-face mode CALL mode 
Study Time  Time  Sub-mode Technology used Sample activities 
Adair-Hauck 
et al. (1999) 
3 days a week for 50 
min (Lead) 
35 min  CALL programs Reading, grammar, 
and vocabulary 
CALL programs 
Students read authentic texts in 
French Reader, worked on 
grammar and vocabulary 
exercises in Dasher and viewed 
videos. 
Banados 
(2006) 
Regular classes with 
teachers and 
conversation classes 
with native speakers* 
not reported* Web Course management 
system UdeC 
English Online 
Students did role plays with video 
characters.   
Barr et al. 
(2005) 
1 hour for both 
modes** 
1 hour for 
both modes** 
CALL program 
and web 
Four-skill CALL 
program and web 
activities 
Students did pronunciation 
drilling and role plays with Tell 
Me More, recorded voices, and 
searched the web.  
Chenoweth 
and Murday 
(2003) 
1 hour a week in 
class, 20 min with 
instructor in groups 
or individually (Lead) 
 1 hour  synchronous 
chat 
Course management 
system WebCT  
Students did text chat, sent e-mail 
messages, posted on the bulletin 
board and did exercises in Hot 
Potatoes. 
Chenoweth et 
al. (2006) 
1 hour a week in 
class, 20 min with 
instructor in groups 
or individually (Lead) 
20 min  synchronous 
chat 
Course management 
system WebCT  
Students did text chat, sent e-mail 
messages, posted on the bulletin 
board and did exercises in Hot 
Potatoes. 
Echavez-
Solano (2003) 
3 days a week for 50 
min (Lead) 
Approximatel
y 1h 
40min*** 
asynchronous 
text chat 
Course management 
system Mallard 
Students viewed videos did 
asynchronous text chat.  
Green and 
Youngs 
(2001) 
3 times a week for 50 
min (Lead) 
35 minutes  Web Language and 
culture web 
activities 
Students visited pre-selected 
websites and answered questions 
in writing. 
* Banados did not report the actual times neither in the face-to-face nor CALL mode 
** Barr et al. reported class meetings lasting 1 hour. It is not clear how the time was divided between the modes. 
*** Echavez-Solano did not report the time in CALL mode. The CALL mode replaced two class meetings so approximate 
time should be around 1hour and 40 minutes to make the group comparable to the control one  
12 
13 
 
Table 2. Continued 
 Face-to-face mode CALL mode 
Study Time  Time  Sub-mode Technology used Sample activities 
Murday et al. 
(2008) 
Same as Chenoweth 
and Murday (2003) 
    
Scida and 
Saury (2006) 
3 times a week 
(Lead) 
2 hours  Web Course management 
system Mallard 
Students did structured 
vocabulary and grammar 
activities and practice in listening, 
reading and writing. 
Stracke 
(2007) 
Not reported 90 min CALL programs CALL programs for 
self study 
Students worked on Think and 
talk French/Spanish and Learn 
speak French/Spanish 
Ushida (2005) Same as Chenoweth 
and Murday (2003) 
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In comparison studies materials used to assess learning goals were described in detail. This is 
not surprising given that the studies measured effectiveness of blended learning based on 
end-of-the-course performance measures such as tests of listening, speaking, reading, 
writing, grammar, vocabulary, and culture knowledge. Additionally, the utmost attention was 
given to making materials the same or similar in blended and control groups. For instance, in 
Echavez-Solano (2003), the control group textbook was turned into an electronic book, that 
way exposing participants to the same content. In Green and Youngs (2001), two groups had 
the same syllabus, homework assignments, essays, and quizzes, and the control group did 
similar in-class activities. While the comparative research methodology required carefully 
designed and administered assessments and uniformity of materials used, the actual use of 
materials (especially in the face-to-face mode) remains unaddressed. 
 
Due to the set-up of studies, some blended learning groups had only online materials 
(Chenoweth et al. (2006) and Stracke (2007)). Student interviews showed that this lack of 
printed materials presented a problem for some of them (Chenoweth et al. (2006), Murday et 
al., (2008), Stracke (2007)). Learners in Chenoweth et al. (2006) reported the need to print 
out large parts of course materials and wished they had a paper textbook. Additionally, 
students had difficulties in finding their way through materials on WebCT rich in images, 
audio files, and interactive exercises, which shows that design of materials needs to be 
carefully considered. 
 
The authors paid attention to the integration of modes, the second parameter in Neumeir’s 
framework, by making the activities obligatory. Some such as Scida and Saury (2006) took 
advantage of CALL technology features to set deadlines for grammar and vocabulary 
exercises so students would complete them in a timely manner. Although the issue of 
integration was considered in the course design, students in Chenoweth et al. (2006) reported 
needing more support from the instructor in addition to a more specific work plan that would 
lay out assignments and deadlines (Murday et al., 2008). Some students observed that lessons 
and exercises were not connected, which indicates low level of integration as perceived by 
end users. Lack of connection between classroom and individual work was one of the reasons 
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why some students dropped out of blended French and Spanish classes which employed face-
to-face instruction and individual study with a CALL program (Stracke, 2007). All of these 
findings underscore the need to provide examples of well-integrated modes as well as 
describe the features that make the integration successful.  
 
Distribution of learning content, the third feature of blended environments, was influenced by 
the type of technology employed in the CALL mode. For example, in Adair-Hauck et al. 
(1999) students did not work on speaking tasks in the CALL mode because the CALL 
programs they were using in the lab targeted only reading (French Reader) and grammar and 
vocabulary (Dasher). Consequently, speaking was practiced only in the face-to-face mode. 
Similarly, the web activities in Green and Youngs (2001) involved reading on the Internet 
and writing so listening and speaking could not be practiced. As a result, in Adair-Hauck et 
al. (1999) and Green and Youngs (2001), the distribution of learning content or more 
precisely language skills was isolated with certain skills practiced only in one of the modes. 
In contrast, in Barr et al. (2005) and Banados (2006) students practiced speaking both in the 
CALL mode (role plays with the computer program) and face-to-face mode (class 
discussions) making the distribution parallel. In other studies, the distribution of content or 
skills was not addressed and researchers did not specify how the distribution was made. 
Given the nature of the CALL task in Adair-Hauck et al. (1999) and Green and Youngs 
(2001), it may not be surprising that students expressed concerns about the development of 
their speaking and listening skills in the blended class. However, a similar concern was raised 
by learners in Chenoweth and Murday (2006) who had weekly text chat sessions in addition 
to small group meetings with the instructor. These results indicate the need to rethink the 
CALL tasks especially given new allowances for oral production that technology affords as 
well as to reconsider teaching methods used in the face-to-face mode. 
 
Language teaching methods, the fourth of Neumeier’s parameter, was not discussed except in 
Scida and Saury (2006) who found the change of teaching methods in blended Spanish 
classes. Instructors in that study reported spending more class time on communicative 
activities and less on grammar and vocabulary presentations and mechanical practice, which 
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were available in the learning management system. For instance, all instructors spent 20% of 
class time or less on the presentation of new vocabulary.  
 
The next parameter, involvement of learning subjects, Neumeier operationalized through 
types of interaction and participant roles. This parameter was often not addressed in blended 
learning studies, so the types of interaction which took place in each mode could only be 
speculated. Ushida (2005) briefly mentioned that different teachers utilized different types of 
interaction (teacher-class, teacher-student, student-student) depending on the perceived 
purpose of face-to-face meetings. The other evidence comes from Scida and Saury (2006) 
who reported increased student-computer interaction documented through computer logs and 
student surveys. The fact that instructors set a minimum passing score for some online 
activities prompted many students to attempt them multiple times, thus increasing student 
interaction. In addition, 78% of students reported that they always worked on online 
activities until they got the perfect score. One of the authors, Echavez-Solano (2003), realizes 
the importance of interaction in blended environments and calls for future research in this 
area (2003, p. 143). Participant roles were only investigated in Adair-Hauck et al. (1999) and 
Banados (2006) who addressed the adjustments both teachers and students had to make in 
blended classes. Teachers needed to learn many new skills such as how to integrate materials, 
use hardware and software, and troubleshoot computer problems (Adair-Hauck et al., 1999). 
Students also needed to learn the new technology but also learn to be autonomous learners. 
Finally, Ushida (2005) and Muray et al. (2008) reported on the direct relationship between 
student motivation and student progress and stressed the importance of students taking 
responsibility for their learning. The lack of research into this blended learning feature 
creates a gap in understanding how a blended environment functions and should be addressed 
in future studies.  
 
Although the comparison blended learning studies did not provide a detailed description of 
the environment judging by Neumier’s framework (2005), they did produce evidence about 
the effectiveness of blended classes. Overall, none of the studies found a significant 
difference between the performance of the blended learning and control groups, except for 
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Scida and Saury (2006), who found overall better performance of the blended learning class 
(see Table 3). Some blended learning classes performed significantly better than control 
classes on writing (Adair-Hauck et al., 1999; Chenoweth et al., 2006; Chenoweth & Murday, 
2003); reading (Adair-Hauck et al.,1999), and some oral production measures (Chenoweth et 
al., 2006). Performance of one blended class (intermediate Spanish I) in Chenoweth et al. 
(2006) on oral production was significantly better than that of the control group counterparts, 
which is an interesting finding given that the students in Chenoweth and Murday (2006) and 
Green and Youngs (2001) worried about the development of their speaking and listening 
skills in the blended class. 
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Table 3. Findings of comparison blended learning studies 
Study 
Number of 
classes (control 
+ blended 
learning) 
Variables Findings 
Adair-
Hauck et 
al. (1999) 
1+1 
listening, speaking, 
reading, and writing 
skills, and cultural 
knowledge 
No significant difference between groups 
on speaking, writing and cultural 
knowledge gain scores. No significant 
difference on listening outcome 
measures. Blended learning group 
performed significantly better on writing 
and reading outcome measures and the 
control group on speaking outcome 
measures. 
Chenoweth 
and 
Murday 
(2003) 
1+1 
grammatical 
knowledge, written 
and oral production, 
listening and reading 
comprehension, 
No significant difference between groups 
on grammatical knowledge, oral 
production, listening and reading 
comprehension on outcome measures. 
Blended learning group performed 
significantly better on written production 
outcome measures. 
Chenoweth 
et al (2006) 21+ 13 
listening and reading 
comprehension, 
grammar knowledge, 
vocabulary, and 
written and oral 
production 
No significant difference between groups 
on all outcomes measures listed on the 
left. Exceptions: One control group 
performed better on vocabulary outcome 
measures, two control groups performed 
better on listening and reading 
comprehension outcome measures, three 
control groups performed better on 
grammar knowledge outcome measures. 
One blended learning group performed 
better on oral production and one on 
written production measures. 
Echavez-
Solano 
(2003) 
5+7 
general language 
proficiency, listening 
and speaking skills 
No significant difference between groups 
on all outcomes measures listed on the 
left. 
Green and 
Youngs 
(2001) 
4+4 
reading, writing, 
listening, speaking, 
and cultural 
understanding 
No significant difference between groups 
on all outcomes measures listed on the 
left. 
Scida and 
Saury 
(2006) 
1+1 course grades 
Median course grade higher for blended 
learning group. 
Barr et al. 
(2005) 1+1 
pronunciation, 
listening, speaking 
No significant difference an outcome 
measure that includes pronunciation, 
listening and speaking tasks. Control 
group significantly better based on oral 
proficiency gain scores (fluency 
measure).  
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To better understand findings in comparison blended learning studies, it is also important to 
look at cases when the control group exhibited better performance than the blended learning 
group. Control group students in Barr et al. (2005) exhibited larger gains in development of 
oral proficiency compared to their counterparts in the blended group. Similarly, Adair-Hauck 
et al. (2000) found better performance of the control group on the test of speaking skills at 
the end of the semester. In Chenoweth et al. (2006), elementary Spanish I and II control 
groups performed better on listening and reading comprehension, grammar knowledge, and 
vocabulary tests. To explain student performance, Adair-Hauck et al. (2000) and Chenoweth 
et al. (2006) interviewed participants in small groups and found that the blended learning 
group complained of technical difficulties as well as difficulties in finding their way through 
WebCT materials, as mentioned earlier. Along the same lines, students in Barr et al. (2005) 
lost time getting used to the technology and dealing with technical problems, the time that 
they should have used for oral practice. Most of the students in the blended learning classes 
in Echavez-Solano (2003) cited “difficulties involved in figuring the program out” (p. 142). 
Given all this, it can be concluded that technical problems and unfamiliarity with the online 
environment could be reasons blended learning may not have worked effectively. 
 
In addition to comparable learner progress, one of the most encouraging findings from 
blended learning studies includes overall student satisfaction with their blended learning 
experience. Stracke (2007) used student and teacher questionnaires and semi-structured 
interviews to investigate learner attitudes and found students had predominantly positive 
views of blended learning. Positive views of blended learning were also found in Ushida 
(2005). Similarly, the student data from Murday et al. (2008) indicate “a trend of increasing 
satisfaction with online courses compared with traditional courses” (p. 125). Students in 
Green and Youngs (2001) and Adair-Hauck et al. (2000) reported making progress in the 
course. In Scida and Saury (2006) all students would recommend the course to others, 94% 
were satisfied or very satisfied with the course, and 92% benefited from the use of the 
learning management system. Some of the benefits of blended learning listed in Echavez-
Solano (2003) and Scida and Saury (2006) included immediate feedback, individualized 
attention, greater control, and non-judgmental testing. While successful learner performance 
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and positive attitudes were valuable findings, descriptive methodologies could be employed 
to offer a richer understanding of blended learning environments. 
 
Finally, the last component in the analysis of previous literature addressed theoretical 
background that should ideally inform blended learning investigation or at least some of its 
aspects. It was found that several comparison studies were grounded in previous research 
only since they did not mention any theoretical framework (Chenoweth & Murday, 2003; 
Chenoweth et al., 2006; Green & Youngs, 2001; Scida & Saury, 2006). Moreover, some non-
comparison studies also lacked theoretical framing (Stracke, 2007; Murday et al., 2008). 
Theory informed program evaluation (Adair-Hauck et al., 1999) and development of course 
materials for English Online program in Banados (2006). In Echavez-Solano (2003) online 
materials were created based on premises of input-processing theory. Communicative and 
constructivist theories of SLA underpinned the pedagogy in Barr et al. (2005) while in 
Ushida (2005) two frameworks for L2 motivation helped interpret the results of the study; 
these are the only two studies with firm theoretical conceptualization. Sparse use of theory in 
blended learning research represents another gap which this dissertation aimed at addressing. 
Further discussion ensues in the next section. 
Theoretical basis for blended learning 
As the literature review in the previous section indicated, blended learning may lack 
theoretical conceptualization which is especially true for some comparison studies. Without a 
theoretical background, it is difficult to make applications of findings to other blended 
contexts. The theory helps systematically unify information about a phenomenon so findings 
from individual studies add to the body of knowledge and better understanding of the topic of 
investigation. Furthermore, theory can guide research on a number of levels: from 
conceptualization of the study and development of methodology and research questions to 
interpretation of results (Chapelle, 2003). For example, the theory helped to conceptualize 
this dissertation as an innovation research because of blended learning novelty. Similarly, the 
theory helped direct the study of innovation towards two of its most salient aspects given the 
21 
 
setting and participants available. For these reasons, it was very important to clearly situate 
the present study within a theoretical framework.  
 
In this study, blended learning and its elements are investigated from two theoretical 
perspectives: Diffusion of Innovations theory (Rogers, 2003), and Curricular Innovation 
Model (Markee, 1997). These theories were chosen because they help better understand the 
complex phenomenon of technology-enhanced blended learning. From the standpoint of 
Diffusion of Innovations theory, blended learning that uses an LMS is approached as an 
innovation since it is the first time it has been introduced into the setting. This theory guides 
the investigation through examination of innovation attributes and stages of the innovation-
decision process. The scope of this theory is the largest because it paints a big picture of 
blended learning while the other focuses on one of its aspects. Curricular Innovation Model 
applies the blended learning innovation to the field of language teaching and is used to look 
at innovation products. Each theoretical perspective is discussed next. 
 
Diffusion of Innovations theory 
Diffusion of Innovations theory by Everett Rogers (2003) represents a well-established 
theory that explains a universal process of social change. The central tenet of this theory is 
any kind of innovation, its operation, and diffusion into the world.  The theory examines 
innovation diffusion, development, innovation-decision process, its attributes and rate of 
adoption, adopter categories, diffusion networks, and many other aspects. Rogers’ Diffusion 
of Innovations originates in the field of agricultural innovations, in particular, hybrid seed 
corn diffusion in rural Iowa communities, which was one of the first studies Rogers worked 
on in mid 1950s. Since then, the theory has been adopted and used by scholars in a variety of 
disciplines such as sociology, communication, education, marketing, anthropology, and 
public health to name just a few. No matter how different these fields may be, they undertake 
diffusion research using similar qualitative and quantitative methodologies. Qualitative data 
sources include case studies, observations, and interviews while quantitative are mainly 
questionnaires. Statistical data analyses are performed in many disciplines, too. 
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Diffusion of Innovations is used to explain a wide range of innovative practices and objects 
from boiling water to prevent the spread of diseases in undeveloped countries, creating a car 
pool lane on highways, to owning personal computers by US households. What all of these 
practices and objects have in common is their novelty for users. Rogers defines innovation as 
“an idea, practice, or object that is perceived as new by an individual or other unit of 
adoption” (p. 12). Newness of an innovation is a subjective characteristic and depends on the 
perception of the user.  
 
The dissertation builds on two major strands of the theory: attributes of innovation and the 
innovation-decision process. Each innovation is characterized by five attributes that can 
help/hinder its diffusion: 1) relative advantage, 2) compatibility, 3) complexity, 4) 
trialability, and 5) observability. Relative advantage is whether users perceive the innovation 
as advantageous. The more advantage the innovation brings, the more rapidly it will be 
adopted. The same relationship applies to compatibility—the perception of innovation as 
compatible with previous experiences and values of adopters. On the other hand, complexity 
has a negative effect on adoption because the more complex the innovation, the less likely it 
will be accepted. The fourth attribute, trialability, is the degree to which a user can try out the 
innovation. Finally, observability applies to the degree the innovation can be observed before 
adoption. The last two attributes have a positive effect on the rate of adoption. These 
attributes of innovation are very important for understanding how users perceive the 
innovation, which is one of the goals of this study. 
 
As in Rogers’ theory, relative advantage and complexity are important elements of another 
theoretical framework, Technology Acceptance Model which describes how people approach 
and employ new technology. In the Technology Acceptance Model (Davis, 1989; Bagozzi et 
al., 1992), Rogers’ attributes of relative advantage and complexity roughly translate into 
qualities of perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use. Perceived usefulness is the 
perceived level to which a piece of technology would improve one’s job performance while 
perceived ease of use represents the level a piece of technology would be considered effort-
free. While the Technology Acceptance Model could be another valuable theoretical model 
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for the study of technological innovations, Diffusion of Innovations was found more 
appropriate for this dissertation because of its strength in another area: the study of the 
innovation-decision process. 
 
Rogers’ model of the innovation-decision process explains stages an individual goes through 
from the first contact with an innovation to its complete adoption. There are five stages in 
this model: knowledge, persuasion, decision, implementation, and confirmation. In the first 
stage—knowledge—the individual is exposed to an innovation and learns about its purpose 
and function. Three types of knowledge about the innovation may be available in this stage 
(Rogers, 2003, p. 173): awareness-knowledge (information that the innovation exists), how-
to knowledge (information on how to use the innovation), and principles-knowledge 
(functioning principle of the innovation). 
 
In the next stage-persuasion-individuals form an opinion about the innovation. This opinion 
may be positive or negative, which in turn influences whether the innovation will be further 
adopted or rejected. To see whether the innovation works in a specific context and to reduce 
uncertainty about its effectiveness, the individual seeks evaluation information from other 
individuals, scientific sources, or mass media. Peers are the major source of reinforcement in 
this stage and can provide a support system for the new adopter and decrease the uncertainty 
about innovation outcomes. 
 
The decision to adopt the innovation is made in the decision stage. Before deciding to adopt, 
individuals try the innovation out to see its usefulness in their setting. They may also seek 
additional information from different sources. If the innovation is still viewed favorably after 
it has been piloted, the process is moved to the implementation stage which usually follows 
decision promptly. 
 
Innovation is put to use in the implementation stage. This stage is characterized by the 
continued use of innovation, which eventually starts to be used on a regular basis. The 
adopters may seek support from others in form of technical assistance or positive 
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reinforcement. Once the innovation becomes institutionalized, the implementation stage ends 
and the confirmation stage begins. In this final stage, the innovation becomes completely 
integrated into the ongoing routine while the adopter may start promoting the innovation to 
others.  
 
Although applied linguistics was not represented among nine major diffusion research 
disciplines (see Rogers, 2003, pp. 44-45), the field was, nevertheless, influenced by the 
diffusion theory and research. Bax (2002) and Chambers and Bax (2006) used the diffusion 
framework to study CALL as an innovation and how it becomes diffused and eventually 
normalized i.e. completely integrated into teaching and learning practices. Bax (2002) builds 
on the Rogers’ stages of the innovation-diffusion process and slightly alters them to suit his 
purpose and context in order to produce seven stages of normalization in CALL. Chambers 
and Bax (2006) approach the study of innovation through factors that influence CALL 
diffusion. Their work uses qualitative research methods of participant and class observations 
and teacher and administrator interviews to study the use of CALL at two institutions in 
England. In this study, Diffusion of Innovations helped authors conceptualize and situate 
their work. The results, eleven issues significant in the normalization of CALL, help inform 
the general theory of innovation as well as research and practices specific to CALL.  
 
Rogers’ theoretical stance was also used by Wall (2000) in the area of language assessment 
as she investigated the influence of another innovation, in this case language tests. Wall was 
looking for a common framework to categorize findings about the impact of high stakes tests 
on teaching and learning and used Rogers’ qualities of the innovation as a starting point. The 
innovation-diffusion model Wall eventually employed was the one by Henrichsen (1989) 
because it applied the innovations ideas to the English language teaching context. Similar 
application and field-specification of the theory was done by Markee (1997) in his curricular 
innovation model discussed in the next section. 
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Curricular Innovation Model  
Ideas of Rogers and other diffusion researchers were applied to language teaching and 
teacher education contexts by Numa Markee to create a theoretical framework of curricular 
innovation (1997). This framework is geared specifically towards language teaching 
professionals who are presented with principles of how an innovation may be designed, 
implemented, and maintained. According to Markee, curricular innovation is “a managed 
process of development whose principal products are teaching (and/or testing) materials, 
methodological skills, and pedagogical values that are perceived as new by potential 
adopters” (1997, p. 46).  
 
In his book Markee sought evidence if a new task-based syllabus constituted a curricular 
innovation for teaching assistants (TAs) in the ESL program he directed. TAs created task-
based materials, tried them out in their classrooms, and reflected on the experience. Markee, 
who also instructed the TAs, surveyed them, examined their papers, and in some cases 
collected samples of TA’s journals at the end of the semester. Markee found evidence that 
the first principal product, new teaching materials, were developed by all participants but 
evidence of the second product, development of new methodological practices, in five out of 
eleven TAs who taught that academic year. Markee wrote that he could not “document 
empirically the extent to which all TAs have developed new methodological skills” (1997, p. 
156). One participant who exhibited a methodological change was Lori Chinitz who reported 
that the outcome of her task depended on how she had divided her students into groups which 
in turn changed her perspective on group composition. To document change in other 
participants, Markee suggested collection of longitudinal data. Finally, Markee reported 
difficulties in determining the development of new pedagogical values due to their abstract 
nature and complexity. He concluded that “the implementation of methodological and 
attitudinal changes has been uneven and has not progressed as far as the implementation of 
changes in materials” (1997, p. 164).  
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Other innovation researchers were more successful in documenting curricular innovation 
using Markee’s framework. Todd (2006), for example, looked at the implementation and 
continuation of an innovation: task-based language teaching at a university in Thailand. The 
products of this innovation were teacher-created materials and changes made to them over 
the course of four years. To show that task-based curriculum is an innovation, Todd provided 
an extensive background that explained teachers’ dissatisfaction with the previous skills-
based curriculum and the need for a curricular change that will better meet the needs of 
students. In addition to curricula, innovation in language teaching can take form of new 
practices such as “introduction and institutionalization of counseling in language learning 
centers” (Rubin, 2007, p. 4). Rubin claims that “introduction of counselors who promote 
LSM [learner self-management] is usually a new approach” and finds Markee’s work useful 
for researching this phenomena. Rubin provides evidence that language counseling is an 
innovation by citing the work of Reinders (2007) who gave examples of new materials and 
the work of Mozzon-McPherson (2007) and Karlsson, Kjisik, and Nordland (2007) who 
discuss the development of counseling philosophy which would constitute new pedagogical 
values and beliefs according to the Markee’s definition. 
 
Although Markee (1997) does not mention educational technology innovations in his book 
(since his examples are different types of syllabi), his framework is applicable to the study of 
CALL as an innovation (for example, Zapata, 2002, 2004). In the study of five Spanish 
teaching assistants (TAs) at a large US university, Zapata (2002) investigated whether CALL 
(use of computers and the Internet, VCRs, tape and CD players), represents a true curricular 
innovation. TAs were all novice teachers in a language program that started with the 
introduction of CALL into the curriculum. From six computer lab observations of TAs and 
subsequent interviews with them at three points over one semester, Zapata concluded that the 
participants varied in the use of CALL from no or minimal use to ample use of a variety of 
media. Overall, Zapata found that CALL failed to be a real curricular innovation because, for 
the majority of participants, it did not bring about a change in methodological practices but 
only physical location of the class. In order to investigate factors that contributed to this 
outcome, Zapata looked at attributes of innovation and participants’ roles. 
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In this study, Markee’s definition of curricular innovation is also used to determine if the use 
of a learning management system in a technology-enhanced blended class represents an 
innovation. Given Markee’s definition, it was necessary to determine if all three products of 
the innovation (materials, methodological skills, and pedagogical values) were perceived as 
new. To do so, several data sources were used to inquire about teachers’ previous exposure to 
materials and possible differences in teaching methods in the traditional and blended learning 
class. 
Research questions 
The purpose of this case study was to investigate the blended learning environment in an 
ESL class where the use of online CALL materials delivered through a commercially-made 
learning management system, created the blend. The study described the blended learning 
model using criteria previously outlined in the blended language learning literature 
(Neumeier, 2005). This dissertation employed the innovation-diffusion theoretical framework 
(Rogers, 2003) to investigate the innovation, its attributes, stages of its adoption, and 
attitudes towards it. The following research questions guided the study: 
 
Question 1: How is the blended learning model used? How are the two modes, face-to-
face and CALL, integrated? 
The first research question investigates the blended learning model following the six-
parameter framework proposed by Neumeier (2005). Although blended learning has been 
investigated in CALL, my review of literature indicated insufficient information about 
materials, teaching methods, patterns of interaction, and participant roles. Without knowing 
these features, it is difficult to create new models that could be as effective as or better than 
those already researched. Since previous research has highlighted the importance of 
integration of modes (Bliuc et al., 2007; Neumeier, 2005; Stracke, 2007), this question 
explores the connection made between the CALL and face-to-face part of two classes. In 
particular, occurrences of episodes that point to the integration of modes and teacher and 
student feedback were collected to determine the level and success of integration in two 
classes and discuss integration in the hypothetical class.  
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Question 2: Do participants see the use of a commercial LMS in a technology-enhanced 
blended learning class as an innovation? How do participants perceive the innovation 
attributes?  
The second research question asks about participants’ perception of innovation and its 
attributes (Rogers, 2003). The first step was to determine if the students and teachers saw the 
new practice as innovative (Rogers’ definition of innovation) and if the innovation resulted in 
new products (Markee’s definition of innovation). The second part of the question asks about 
five innovation attributes.  
 
Question 3: What are the attitudes of teachers and students towards the innovation? 
In this research question attitudes of participants towards blended learning are examined. 
Some of the advantages of blended instruction reported by students in Echavez-Solano 
(2003) and Scida and Saury (2006) include immediate access to feedback and more control 
over learning. Students in Green and Youngs (2001) and Adair-Hauck et al. (2000) reported 
making progress in the courses. The data were collected from both teachers and students 
because the lack of multiple perspectives has been previously identified as a shortcoming in 
research on blended learning (Zapata, 2002). 
 
Question 4: What stages of the innovation-decision process as described by Rogers 
(2003) do the teachers go through? 
The fourth research question used Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovations model (2003) to describe 
the stages of the innovation-decision process two teachers went through. Experiences of both 
teachers are presented and similarities and differences in the innovation process discussed. 
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Chapter summary 
This chapter reviewed the literature that inspired this dissertation work. It first discussed two 
theoretical frameworks of blended learning and made a case that the framework by Neumeier 
(2005) is the most suitable for this dissertation. Then, this framework was used to guide a 
comprehensive review of previous literature on blended language learning which indicated a 
gap in the description of blended models and lack of theoretical conceptualization in some 
studies. Next, theoretical basis was presented through the discussion of Diffusion of 
Innovations theory (Rogers, 2003) and Curricular Innovations Model (Markee, 1997). 
Finally, the research questions were introduced. The next chapter explains the study’s 
research design followed by the description of participants, procedures, materials, data 
sources, and analytical methods.  
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
This chapter describes case study methodology undertaken in this dissertation. It provides the 
rationale for the descriptive, single-case design with two embedded units of analysis. The 
case is the hypothetical lower-intermediate listening/speaking class described based on the 
analysis of two actual classes. The classes were followed during the first semester of 
innovation use in their language program which is the context of the study. This dissertation 
employs both qualitative and quantitative data sources obtained from thirty-one ESL 
students, seven instructors, and two administrators. A detailed description of the participants 
is given followed by the examination of the researcher’s position and procedures used to 
ensure the quality of research findings. Since the present study uses the data collected during 
the pilot study, a description of the pilot study is included. In the next section, textbook and 
online materials are described. Further, all data sources are presented and procedures 
outlined, including teacher and student training. A separate discussion of qualitative and 
quantitative data analysis ensues. The chapter closes with the evaluation of student survey 
instruments.  
Research methodology 
In this dissertation case study methodology is used to describe the blended learning model 
and investigate the innovation, its attributes, stages of its adoption, and attitudes towards it. 
As demonstrated in the previous chapter, a number of studies approached the investigation of 
blended language learning by comparing the performance of blended and traditional classes. 
This study employs a different design because the comparative methodology did not allow 
for a sufficient description of what actually happens in an environment of a blended learning 
class and in its context. Instead, this dissertation sought a “thick description” (term coined by 
anthropologist Clifford Geertz) of blended learning and its context. Moreover, some authors 
of blended learning studies in higher education have cautioned against comparison studies 
which tell more about separate components in a blend than their integration (Bliuc et al., 
2007). Similarly, some CALL experts have encouraged the departure from large-scale 
comparison studies of CALL vs. classroom arguing that neither CALL nor face-to-face 
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teaching and learning represent distinct methods (Levy & Stockwell, 2006). Instead, authors 
call for investigations of specific features expected to make a difference, the learning 
process, and best ways to use the available technology (Chapelle, 2003; Felix, 2005). 
 
The analysis of the previous literature indicated the lack of information about materials, 
teaching methods, patterns of interaction, and participant roles, which are all important 
features for successful design and implementation of blended models (Neumeier, 2005). 
Without knowing these features it is hard to say how learners performed the way they did or 
formed certain attitudes towards blended learning. Instead of carefully controlling variables 
and designing outcome measures necessary to obtain valid conclusions about effectiveness, 
this dissertation investigates the use of a blended model by teachers and students to provide a 
description of its elements and its context. To accomplish this, case study research approach 
is employed. 
 
Case study research has been used in various areas of applied linguistics for the last thirty 
years (Duff, 2008) to study a wide range of phenomena ranging from bilingualism, language 
fossilization and loss to the effects of individual learner differences, identity, and gender on 
language learning. Although they do not abound, case studies can be also found in CALL. 
For example, Lam (2000) investigated how text chatting, e-mail writing, and creation of web 
pages influenced the development of writing skills of a Chinese ESL learner living in the US.  
Similarly, in a multiple-case study, Murray (1999) examined how 23 second language 
learners of French used a computer program for autonomous language learning. These works 
indicate that the case study has its place in CALL when a deep understanding of technology 
use by individuals, groups, and programs is warranted.  
 
Eisenhardt (2002) defines case study as “a research strategy which focuses on understanding 
the dynamics present within single settings” (p. 8). As a qualitative approach, case study 
strives to understand situations in their uniqueness as a part of a larger context and to provide 
in-depth understanding of a phenomenon using multiple sources of information (Merriam, 
2002).  
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Yin (2003) distinguishes two basic types of cases study designs: single-case and multiple-
case (see Figure 1).  As their names indicate, single-case studies examine one case while 
multiple-case studies include more than one case each within its separate context. 
Furthermore, Yin divides case studies into holistic and embedded based on the number of 
units of analysis. In holistic studies the unit of analysis is the case itself whereas in embedded 
there are two or more units of analysis within the single case.  
 
 
Figure 1. Basic types of designs for case studies according to Yin (2003) 
 
This study follows a single-case design with two embedded units of analysis. The case is a 
hypothetical lower-intermediate listening/speaking ESL class within a broader context of an 
English language program at an institution of higher education. The two embedded units of 
analysis are two actual lower-intermediate listening/speaking classes in the program. The 
hypothetical case is an abstract category created for the purpose of this study to describe the 
application of the information gained in the analysis of two real classes. Therefore, it 
represents a theoretical construct formed on observational data. 
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Two units of analysis were carefully chosen to reflect purposeful sampling used in qualitative 
research because “we intentionally sample a group of people that can best inform the 
researcher about the research problems under examination” (Creswell, 2007, p. 118). The 
choice of the unit of analysis was made based on several criteria. The first unit of analysis is 
the class taught by the same instructor from the pilot study. This allowed for the collection of 
longitudinal data especially important in studying the innovation-decision process, as well as 
the curricular innovation and changes it is hypothesized to bring about. As pilot study results 
showed, this instructor is very comfortable with instructional technology and had had more 
than a semester of LMS use before the beginning of the study. The other unit of analysis is 
the class taught by an instructor who is a novice technology user and is in the first semester 
of LMS use. It could be argued that this sampling examines teachers at two different sides of 
the technology know-how spectrum comprised of original five teachers who instructed 
lower-intermediate listening/speaking classes that semester. For a detailed discussion of 
teachers’ technology background, see the section on Instructors later in this chapter. 
 
Since cases need to be bounded, integrated systems (Merriam, 2002, p. 8), the boundaries of 
the case need to be clearly identified. In this study, the boundaries are defined as the 
beginning and end of the first semester when introduction of the innovative LMS technology 
into listening/speaking classes is done. In addition, participants (two instructors and two 
groups of students) included in two units of analysis define the case, too. 
 
According to Yin (2003), there are three types of case studies: exploratory, descriptive, and 
explanatory.  Exploratory case studies aim at exploring the phenomenon and developing 
hypotheses for further investigation. Descriptive case studies describe the phenomenon in the 
setting where it happened. Finally, explanatory case studies explain the phenomenon by 
focusing on cause-effect relationships. This particular study is descriptive in nature because it 
presents a description of the phenomenon within its context using various constructs such as 
blended learning, innovation, and integration. The study is not exploratory because it does 
not generate hypotheses for later testing and does not establish cause-effect relations as 
explanatory case studies do.  
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In this study the description of the case, hypothetical class, is made based on the analysis of 
two actual classes in the program. The case description includes similarities and differences 
between the two classes. While similarities speak about common characteristics, differences 
highlight the possible options in blended learning classes. 
 
The intensive description which was missing from the previous comparative literature on 
blended learning is here achieved by using multiple sources of evidence: interviews, focus 
groups, and observations. Interviews were conducted with teachers and administrators, focus 
groups were conducted with teachers and students, and classroom and lab observations were 
done. In addition to qualitative data sources, case studies can also include quantitative data 
(Duff, 2008; Eisenhardt, 2002; Yin, 2003). This case study uses student surveys to quantify 
student responses and student LMS records to determine homework time and teacher 
feedback. This triangulation of methods made possible by multiple data sources increases the 
quality of the study. 
 
Case study research is appropriate for the study because it can produce more complete 
knowledge that can inform the innovation theory (Diffusion of Innovations theory), the 
blended learning design and curricular innovation models, as well as teaching practices 
(teaching in technology-enhanced blended learning environments) better than quantitative, 
statistical methods alone. This approach also provides a detailed description of the blended 
model that can be used to design and implement new models in the ESL setting. Moreover, 
the case study gives voice to the participants and presents their views of the phenomenon -- 
the part that is missing in comparison blended learning studies (see the section on CALL 
blended learning studies in the Literature review chapter). Another strength of the case study 
is investigation of the context and its many variables (Yin, 2003) which can influence 
teaching and learning in the blended learning setting. Finally, the case study allows for 
corroboration of findings from qualitative and quantitative sources (Eisenhardt, 2002), which 
produce stronger and more valid conclusions than data from a single method would allow.  
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Setting  
The study was conducted in the Intensive English and Orientation Program (IEOP) at Iowa 
State University (ISU). The purposeful sampling was used to choose the program which was 
the place where I worked as a teaching assistant and thus had easy access to teachers, 
students, and administrators. IEOP has been offering English instruction to non-native 
speakers of English since 1966. In addition to language instruction, the program provides 
cultural orientation to students “in order to improve their English proficiency, prepare them 
for academic study, and enhance their professional development, intercultural relationships, 
and interpersonal communication” (IEOP Faculty Handbook, 2007, p. 1).  
 
IEOP offers a full-time program four sessions a year with six language levels from beginner 
to advanced. Full-time students take 21 hours of instruction over five days a week and attend 
Listening/Speaking, Reading, Writing, Grammar, and TOEFL preparation classes. Each skill 
class meets daily for 50 minutes. Instead of meeting in the regular classroom, the instructor 
can choose to meet in the computer lab for 50 minutes once a week. 
 
IEOP facilities consist of offices, classrooms, and computer labs. Classrooms and computer 
labs are shared with other university classes. The computer lab used in the study is equipped 
with sixteen PC computers for students, one for the instructor, a data projector, and a 
projection screen. The students’ computers are against the wall of the room with the 
instructor’s computer at the front and a large table in the middle of the room. Two main 
listening/speaking classes met in this lab twice a week and in the classroom three times a 
week, while other listening/speaking classes met in other computer labs once a week or less 
depending on the instructor. 
 
IEOP is a member of the consortium of University and College Intensive English Programs 
(UICEP) which consists of 65 IEPs from 32 states. To become a member of the consortium, a 
program must meet the guidelines for program management, preparation and conduct of 
administrative and teaching staff, and program activities. The description of IEOP was 
obtained from the administrator in the interview: 
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It (the program) is associated with a university; its student body is largely made up of 
students who want to attend the university so it is geared mostly toward academic 
preparation. It has students entering at a variety of levels and working thorough the 
program levels. Like many IEPs, not all of them, students are geared towards an 
external criterion that they have to meet, in our case most of them are looking for 
TOEFL and now more and more Chinese students like to use IELTS. […] Those are 
the things we have in common. Multiple score delineated levels, academic focus, at 
least in this part of the country mostly Asian students but that’s of course not essential 
to it being an IEP. The I in IEP is intensive so that is another feature of it… is that the 
students are in class a significant amount of time every day or week. For the 
Consortium we belong to, 18 is the minimum and some are 20 or even more. 
(Administrator interview, p. 8-9) 
As can be seen, program’s affiliation with the university, its academic focus, multiple 
proficiency levels, language assessment at the outset and end of the program, and intensive 
pace of instruction are qualities of program’s structure IEOP shares with other IEPs. 
Furthermore, different language proficiency of incoming students and even students’ 
geographical origin may be common characteristics when it comes to student body. 
 
Over the past two years, the program has experienced a huge increase in the number of 
students. It has grown from an average of 70 students per semester and seven full-time 
instructors in Fall 2007 to 253 students and 14 full-time instructors in Fall 2009. All IEOP 
instructors hold an MA degree in TESL or Linguistics. In addition, a number of teaching 
assistants who are pursuing doctoral degrees in applied linguistics or education at ISU have 
been a part of the teaching staff.  
 
In Fall 2009 there were 14 listening/speaking classes in the program divided into six 
proficiency levels (1-beginner, 2-false beginner, 3-lower intermediate, 4-intermediate, 5-
upper intermediate and 6-advanced).  Levels 3 and 4 had five sections each, level 5 had two, 
while levels 1 and 6 consisted of one section each.  The largest proficiency level in 
listening/speaking classes represented students at the lower-intermediate and intermediate 
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level of language proficiency (levels 3 and 4 with 10 sections total). The majority of IEOP 
students in Fall 09 were from China.  
Participants  
Participants in the study were 31 ESL students, seven instructors, and two administrators. 
Two main instructors expressed interest in teaching a technology-enhanced blended learning 
class and were chosen based on their level of instructional technology expertise. Student 
participants were enrolled in two lower-intermediate level listening/speaking classes main 
instructors were teaching. The other five instructors used the LMS with students and were 
asked to share their experience teaching with it. Two administrators, the program director 
and coordinator, were in charge of the program. The study took place over a fifteen-week 
period in the Fall 09 semester.  
 
Students 
Thirty-one students were enrolled in two lower-intermediate level listening/speaking classes: 
class A taught by Bill* (16 students) and class B taught by Grace* (15 students). All thirty-
one students were from China and spoke Chinese. Classes were on the same language level 
(level 3) and used the same materials: paper textbook NorthStar Listening and Speaking, 
third edition and online materials MyNorthStarLab which accompanied the textbook. 
Moreover, the classes followed the same syllabus. Both classes met five times a week: three 
times in the classroom and twice in the computer lab. The data on student demographics, 
English proficiency, and computer use were collected in survey 1 administered in week 3 of 
the study. The survey consisted of eighteen open-ended, multiple response, and Likert-scale 
questions. 
 
 
 
                                               
* Names have been changed to protect the anonymity of participants. 
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Table 4. Number of students and their previous language learning experience 
 Class A (N=16) Class B (N=15) 
Male/Female 12/4 9/6 
Previous years of studying English 
(mean, range, median) 
6, (1-13), 6 7, (3-12), 6 
 
Class A consisted of 12 Chinese males and 4 Chinese females (Table 4). Students in class B 
were 9 Chinese males and 6 Chinese females. All students were new arrivals and had spent 
less than a month in the US at the time of survey 1. Fall 2009 was also the first semester in 
IEOP for all the participants. Years of studying English in the native country ranged from 1 
to 13 with the mean and median of 6 years for class A. Class B students spent on average 7 
years studying English in China with a mean of 6 years and the range of 3 to 12 years. 
 
In order to determine students’ overall language proficiency, ISU institutional TOEFL 
records were used because most of the students took the test several days before the start of 
the semester. ISU’s institutional TOEFL is a paper-based test given to incoming international 
students at the beginning of each semester. In addition, in survey 1, students were asked to 
report their most recent TOEFL score. In only one case, official TOEFL scores were not 
available and the student’s self-reported scores was used. 
 
For class A, the scores ranged from 367 to 457 on the paper-based TOEFL test, with the 
mean score of 407, median of 403, and the standard deviation of 23 (see Table 5). The mean 
score on the listening section of the TOEFL was 43 with the range 40-44. Class B had a little 
bit higher original TOEFL scores with the mean of 429 (median 430, standard deviation 17, 
range 407- 457). The mean score on the listening section of the TOEFL was 44 with the 
range 44-45. While the overall language level of class B was higher, listening scores are 
rather similar in both classes.  
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Table 5. TOEFL scores for classes A and B 
 Class A (N=16) Class B (N=15) 
 Mean (range) Median, StDev Mean (range) Median, StDev 
Overall TOEFL 
score 
407 (367 - 457) 403, 23 429 (407 - 457) 430, 17 
Listening 
section TOEFL 
score 
43 (40 - 44)  44 (44 - 45)  
 
In survey 1, students in class A indicated their overall English level as lower-intermediate 
(13 students) and higher intermediate (1 student). In class B, there were 2 beginners, 7 lower-
intermediate students, and 5 intermediate students. Moreover, students evaluated their oral 
skills on the scale of 1 (poor) to 10 (excellent).  On average, they rated speaking skills 4.5, 
listening skills 4.2, and pronunciation 4.6 in class A. Speaking skills were rated 4.9, listening 
5.1 and pronunciation 5.6 by class B. These data indicate that all students were lower-
intermediate level English learners but that class B perceived themselves as a stronger 
proficiency group. 
 
In addition to demographics and English proficiency, students were asked about computer 
use in survey 1 (Table 6). The results show that 75% of students in class A were very 
confident or confident about computer use, and 25% were somewhat confident. In class B, 
60% of students were very confident or confident, 13% were somewhat confident, and 27% 
were a little confident. No student in either group indicated not being able to use the 
computer. All students owned a computer and tended to spend 3.6 hours a day (class A) and 
3.8 hours a day (class B) on average at a computer. Students most often used computers for 
e-mail, communicating with friends and family, and Internet surfing and least often for word 
processing and spread sheets. 
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Table 6. Classes A and B’s responses about computer confidence level (in percentages) 
 Class A (N=16) Class B  (N=15) 
Very confident 31 20 
Confident 44 40 
Somewhat confident 25 13 
Little confident 0 27 
Not confident at all 0 0 
Total 100 100 
 
Many students in class A had previous experience using computers for English study since 
81% of them indicated they had worked on TOEFL exercises, taken online tests, or visited 
Internet sites for learning English. In class B, 53% had used computers before for the same 
educational purposes. Overall, it can be concluded that students were generally familiar with 
computers and more than half in each class had previously used them for English study.  
 
Students were also asked if they had used a learning management system (LMS) before. 
Only one student in each class responded positively to this question. One student had used 
WebCT and the other a LMS in the private language school where he used to study. Two 
students in class A and one student in class B reported previous familiarity with blended 
learning in private language schools they attended in their home country. In sum, the 
majority of student participants were new to LMSs and had not had experience with blended 
language learning. 
 
As student data show, classes A and B had a lot in common: country of origin (China), 
proficiency level (lower-intermediate), length of stay in the US before the semester started 
(less than one month), computer literacy (all were computer literate), and lack of experience 
with LMSs and blended learning.  
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Instructors  
Two instructors, Bill and Grace, taught the two main listening/speaking classes A and B. 
These instructors were observed teaching in classes and labs and interviewed three times 
over the course of the study. The other four listening/speaking instructors took part in the 
focus group and one took part in an interview. 
 
Bill, the instructor of class A, is an experienced ESL teacher who has been teaching for more 
than twenty years both in the US and abroad. He started teaching in Japan and worked in a 
number of language schools and intensive language programs in California, Hawaii, Indiana, 
and Iowa. Bill has been affiliated with the IEOP program at Iowa State University for seven 
years and has taught skills courses on all levels and coordinated special student projects. The 
instructor holds an MA degree in English with a specialization in TESOL and describes 
himself as a daily computer user who is comfortable with computers both in terms of 
hardware and software. Bill shared: “I’m a big computer user. […] I’m comfortable with 
electronic equipment. I don’t use it to guide my life although I can’t imagine a life without a 
computer these days. […] I’m not intimidated by things. […] I can take a computer apart and 
put it back together again. I’ve done that” (Teacher interview 1, pilot study, p. 4). DVDs, 
CDs, video tapes, websites containing language learning activities, word processing 
programs, and digital video are some of technologies Bill has utilized in his classes.  
 
Bill claims he does not know as much as he would like about website development, and 
computer languages and programming, but he appears to be a confident classroom 
technology user especially when it comes to Internet language learning resources. He is 
aware of a quite a number of sites that can help students a great deal such as different 
listening, grammar, and timed reading exercises with comprehension questions. In the very 
first interview, Bill acknowledged that he sometimes feared he was behind times with 
technology (Teacher interview 1, pilot study, p. 10). The opportunity to get familiar with a 
new technology and to learn new skills may have motivated him to participate in the study. 
The program director recommended Bill to me when I asked about teachers who, in her 
opinion, would be interested in taking part in my research. 
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As a fellow ESL teacher in the program, I had known Bill for two years prior to the 
beginning of the study. From the beginning, he appeared to me more comfortable with 
technology than other teachers. I noticed this at several instructors’ meetings when other 
teachers would turn to Bill with questions about technical issues. The program director 
always asked Bill to be the point person when the lap top computer needed to be set up for 
any out-of-class activities by the whole program. Bill also appeared interested in the use of 
technology for language study and this interest was the main reason I decided to approach 
him. Bill gladly accepted my invitation.  
 
Bill had a chance to get familiar with MyNorthStarLab materials and the LMS during a 
three-week pilot program in Spring 08. During the pilot, the class worked on a sample 
NorthStar unit and the instructor explored the course content and its functionality. That was 
the first time he had used the LMS. Bill was interested in continuing teaching a technology-
enhanced blended learning class and was therefore prepared to participate in the dissertation 
pilot study conducted in Fall 2008. I was also glad to continue investigating Bill’s use of 
technology especially since his initial reactions were very positive. During Fall 2008 Bill 
used the same LMS in a blended listening/speaking and was observed and interviewed. The 
data from the pilot study are included in this project to describe the changes in the attitudes 
and practices towards the LSM innovation and the blended learning class. Bill’s participation 
in the project lasted for two semesters and allowed for the collection of longitudinal data.  
 
Grace, the instructor of class B, is also an experienced ESL teacher who has been teaching 
for ten years both in the US and China. In the US, she taught mainly in adult education 
programs in a number of cities. Grace joined IEOP in Spring 2009 and that was her first time 
to teach at an American university and work in academic ESL program with college-age 
students. In the first two semesters, Grace taught all skills in IEOP. Fall 2009 was her second 
semester teaching listening/speaking in the program. Grace has an MA degree in TESOL and 
completed the practical aspect of the program while teaching in China. In her BA, she 
received general technology training in the use of Power Point and overhead projectors but 
no training on language learning software.  
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I invited Grace to participate in the study because she seemed to be one of the less 
technology-savvy instructors in the program. At instructors’ meetings Grace never spoke of 
classroom technology use and a fellow instructor pointed Grace to me as one of the suitable 
participants for my study based on her lack of technology know-how. To make sure Grace 
would fit the participant profile, I had asked her several questions before I invited her to 
participate. In an e-mail Grace confirmed that she “has never been good about technology 
use in the classroom” (personal communication, May 7, 2009). On the scale from 1 (very 
low) to 10 (very high) Grace gave herself a 3 for the comfort level and a 4 for her previous 
experience with technology for language teaching (personal communication, May 7, 2009). 
Her previous technology use includes positive experiences with Rosetta Stone computer 
program in her adult education ESL teaching and individual study of Chinese. She has also 
used VCR tapes, DVDs, CDs and cassette tapes, but had not used an LMS before the 
beginning of the study (personal communication, May 7, 2009). After finding out these facts 
about Grace, I asked her to be a part of the project. 
 
Grace believes computers are a good addition to classroom teaching but when she started 
teaching in IEOP and was assigned the lab, she did not always use it. Grace explained: “My 
first semester I did not really know what to do with the lab. That’s why a lot of times we 
would go but we would not use the computers, we would just use 106 (the adjacent 
classroom) and I would just teach a regular class in there. I really did not know what to have 
students do” (Grace, interview 1, p. 7). When asked about out-of-class computer use, Grace 
said “I use the Internet a lot. I go shopping online. I’m kind of addicted to the Internet, 
maybe” (Grace, interview 1, p. 3). However, Grace thought she had “a minimal 
understanding of the computer” and did not consider herself an expert at all (Grace, interview 
1, p. 4).  She was interested in taking part in the project so she could improve her technology 
skills which could make things easier for her (Grace, interview 1, p. 4). Grace participated in 
the project for one semester. 
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Examination of Bill and Grace’s profiles shows that they share common characteristics in 
terms of graduate education and teaching experience. They hold MA degrees in 
TESOL/English and have ten or more years of teaching experience. Also, they taught English 
both in the US and abroad (Asia). Since Bill and Grace were chosen for this project based on 
their instructional technology skills, it is important to discuss their skills in comparison to 
those of other teachers teaching the same level class in Fall 09. There were five teachers 
(Bill, Grace, focus group participant teacher 1, and two other teachers) who taught level 3 
listening/speaking class that semester. Information on their technology background is 
presented in Table 7. Information on Bill and Grace was supplied in interviews (as discussed 
above) while three other teachers answered my questions by e-mail in which they rated their 
technology confidence as not confident, confident, or very confident (personal 
communication, August 25, 2010). As can be seen from Table 7, all teachers are at least 
confident when it comes to technology use outside of classroom. Their experience with 
instructional technology varies so they perceive themselves as not very confident (Grace) to 
very confident (Bill, teacher 1). It can be argued that Bill and Grace’s technology expertise 
places them at two ends of the continuum: Bill is a very confident educational technology 
user and Grace a novice one. The other three teachers fall somewhere in between. 
 
Table 7. Technology background of five level 3 listening/speaking teachers in Fall 09 
Teacher Section C 
(Bill) 
Section D 
(Grace) 
Section E 
(Teacher 1) 
Section B 
 
Section  N 
 
Confidence with 
every-day 
technology use  
Very 
confident 
Confident Very 
confident 
Confident Confident 
Confidence with 
educational 
technology use 
Very 
confident 
Not 
confident 
Very 
confident 
Confident Confident 
 
The last group of study participants are five other listening/speaking instructors (teacher 1, 2, 
3, 4, and 5) took part in the study. The requirement to participate in the study was that the 
teachers use the LMS with students. All teachers I invited to participate were happy to do so. 
Teachers 1, 2, 3 and 4 participated in the focus group in the fourteenth week of the semester 
about their experience teaching a blended learning class and using the LMS. Teacher 5, who 
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could not participate in the focus group due to a family emergency, was interviewed using 
the same focus group questions in week fifteen.  
 
Administrators 
Two administrators took part in this research: program director and program coordinator.  
The program director was interviewed in the pilot study, while the program coordinator 
participated in an interview in this study. The program coordinator was more involved with 
the actual implementation of the blended model than the program director because she 
herself taught a listening/speaking class. 
 
The program director had been in charge of the program for five years when the research 
began.  She performs a variety of duties including scheduling, hiring, budgeting, marketing, 
and textbook selection. Although the examination of the IEOP Faculty Handbook showed 
that it does not specifically address instructional technology in its mission statement, the 
director strongly encourages technology use and knows instructors use technology to varying 
degrees. For example, the director explained that instructors have access to the computer lab 
and most of them take students there to do things on the Web. Some of the CALL initiatives 
that the director mentioned include encouraging teachers to post materials on-line on the 
IEOP website, digitalizing audio tapes for easier student access, and purchasing new 
computer software. Moreover, teachers are “encouraged to go to conferences” (Program 
director interview, p. 3) and take advantage of technology training workshops offered by the 
university. 
 
The program coordinator had held this position for three years at the time of the first 
interview and had taught in the program for sixteen years. Her duties include students testing, 
placement, and class scheduling. She thinks that instructional technology is used enough in 
the program although individual instructors may use it more or less. Overall, she gave the 
program’s technology use a 7 on the scale from 1(low) to 10 (high) and believes the teaching 
staff ranges from 5 to 10 in their technology use. According to the coordinator, technology is 
integrated into the curriculum, its use is appealing to students, and it can save teachers’ time. 
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Technologies used in the program computers, the Internet, general purpose software, 
language learning software and CD players. Both administrators have very favorable views 
of technology and are satisfied with its use on the program level. 
Position of the researcher 
As a researcher and a doctoral student in the Applied Linguistics and Technology program, I 
wanted to investigate the introduction of CALL into an ESL setting. I had been working in 
the IEOP program as a teaching assistant for a total of five semesters and continued teaching 
there during both the pilot and dissertation study data collection. IEOP presented an excellent 
environment for my project since I knew instructors, administrators, and students. 
Additionally, the program already had computer facilities and equipment in place and 
encouraged the use of the computer lab as a supplement to classroom instruction. One of my 
goals in working in this setting was to help the program staff learn about the availability and 
application of the new LMS technology and the advantages the innovation brings to the 
teaching and learning process.  
 
In addition to being a researcher and a fellow teacher, I was also a materials designer of some 
of the LMS content and had tested the earlier versions of MNSL used in the study. I did this 
work for the LMS publisher while the platform was still being developed. My involvement 
with content creation and platform testing represented an additional incentive for me to 
research the actual use of the LMS with IEOP teachers and students. 
 
My researcher, teacher, and designer roles translate into the role of the change agent 
according to the Roger’s classification of roles in the innovation-decision process (2003). 
Change agents are accepted by clients, possess a high degree of expertise regarding the 
innovation, and are sometimes peer educators. I was a part of the teaching staff and knew the 
innovation very well in terms of content and functionality which enabled me to introduce it 
into the setting, train the instructors and students, and offer technical support. My primary 
role as the change agent was to make the innovation available to the clients but I did not 
prescribe how the innovation is to be used and left the instructors the freedom to experiment 
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with it. While the change agent can help with the innovation dissemination process, the 
decision to accept the innovation ultimately lies with the program staff, administration, and 
students. 
 
In addition to the change agent, I also assumed the role of an observer; although whenever 
the two instructors sought my help with technical issues, I was happy to help. In those cases 
my role was more of a participant observer. During the course of the study, I felt that 
students got accustomed to my presence and regarded me as another teacher and not as an 
outsider. I believe that the fact that I was closely involved with the program helped me 
establish a good rapport with the instructors and students. 
Ensuring quality of research findings 
I am aware that my role as a change agent, researcher, and participant observer may have 
influenced the interpretation of results. I was involved in the research of an educational 
innovation I helped design and introduce and it can be expected that I wanted the innovation 
to succeed. At the same time, I strived to be an unbiased researcher and observer. To address 
the possible conflicts of these roles, I employed a number of strategies to enhance the 
accuracy of my findings.  
 
First, I used multiple methods of data collection to triangulate findings so I compared my 
observations with findings from teacher interviews, focus groups, student surveys, and data 
logs. My data sources are both qualitative (observations, interviews, focus groups) and 
quantitative (student surveys, student LMS records) in nature and complement each other. 
The comparison of themes across the data sources strengthens the construct validity of the 
study (Yin, 2003). On occasions when the sources showed inconsistent data, I explained this 
discrepancy and initiated a new line of thinking about the issue as suggested by Miles and 
Huberman (1994). Second, I spent a prolonged time in the field so I could provide a rich 
description of participants and the setting. I followed the advice of Miles and Huberman 
(1994) and stayed on the site as long as possible spreading out observations so I would have 
at least two per week and scheduling teacher interviews at the beginning, middle, and end of 
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the study. Third, I showed the draft of the report to two main teacher participants and asked 
for their feedback on my interpretations. Both teachers got back to me after having read the 
report and confirmed that everything I wrote was factually correct. Next, I used peripheral 
sampling (Miles & Huberman, 1994) to include participants not central to the phenomenon 
but neighbors to it. I interviewed five other teachers in addition to main teacher participants 
to “obtain contrasting and comparative information that may help understand the 
phenomenon” (p. 34). Before all participants signed consent forms, they were informed about 
the purpose of the study, data collection methods, and results use. This helped clarify my 
intentions as a researcher and a change agent and protect their rights as participants. 
Furthermore, a part of the data set was coded by a second coder and inter-rater reliability 
calculated. To additionally address the internal validity of findings (Merriam, 2002), I 
conducted a peer debriefing session by showing my data and conclusions to a fellow IEOP 
teacher. My colleague was familiar with the setting, instructors, and administrators having 
previously taught in the program for four years. Finally, I tried to be as descriptive as 
possible in the Methods and Results section so that readers could compare this case and its 
context to their research situation and draw conclusions about its transferability themselves. 
Triangulation of multiple data sources, member checks, peer review of data and 
interpretations, and open discussion of the investigator’s position are, according to Merriam 
(2002), strategies used to support internal validity and reliability of study findings. 
Pilot study 
Before the present study was conducted, the research procedures and materials had been 
piloted in the dissertation pilot study in Fall 2008. An intermediate listening and speaking 
class of nineteen students was taught by Bill, one of main teachers in the present study. The 
class used the same materials, the paper textbook and LMS, for a period of nine weeks. The 
blended format of the class included meetings in the classroom four times a week and in the 
computer lab once a week. The pilot study addressed the same research questions 
(description of blended learning model, perception of innovation, attitudes of teachers and 
students, stages of innovation-decision process) as the present study. The data collection 
49 
 
methods included two teacher interviews, one administrator interview, ten class and lab 
observations, three student surveys, and student LMS records. 
 
The pilot study results indicate that the blended learning class successfully integrated modes 
and successfully distributed learning content to both modes. Student surveys showed that the 
students could see a clear connection between class work and on-line work. It was also found 
that the use of online materials represented an innovation according to Rogers’ definition 
(2003) and that participants had positive attitudes towards the innovation. Finally, evidence 
was found that the teacher passed through the first three stages of the innovation-decision 
process. 
 
In addition to getting preliminary results, the pilot study served as a way to test data 
collection instruments and possibly add new ones; therefore, some changes were made to the 
present study. First, student surveys were revised and improved. The number of answers to 
multiple choice questions was decreased to four to eliminate the “no opinion” answer which 
had caused a lot of missing data. Also, the number of items measuring the same construct 
was increased and some items were repeated in more than one survey. Second, two focus 
groups were added: one with students and one with teachers. The student focus group was 
added to get better explanation to some survey answers than could be obtained from open-
ended survey questions. The teacher focus group served to obtain data from teachers other 
than two main participants and thus provide more information about the context of the study.  
 
Some shortcomings of the pilot study were addressed in the present study. First, it was not 
possible to determine the exact time in the CALL mode of the class because student 
homework time had not been recorded. For this reason, in the present study, students were 
asked to report time spent doing homework in weekly logs entered in the LMS. Second, due 
to the length of the pilot study only three stages of the innovation-decision process could be 
observed. Therefore, the teacher was asked to continue with participation in the present 
study, which he was happy to do.  
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The final use of the pilot study was the revision of research procedures. In the pilot study, the 
class spent 74% of the time in the classroom and 26% in the computer lab. The classes met 
for 80 minutes two times a week and for 50 minutes three times a week. Since then, the 
program’s schedule was changed to 50 minute classes every day.  To try to keep the time in 
the face-to-face and CALL mode approximately the same (50% in each mode), two classes in 
this study had two labs a week instead of one. 
  
Because pilot study data on teacher Bill are important for understanding his views, attitudes, 
and teaching practices, they are referred to in this work. Every time a pilot study data source 
is cited, it is clearly labeled as such. 
Materials  
Classes worked on online materials called MyNorthStarLab which are delivered through the 
LMS, as well as on the class textbook (NorthStar Listening Speaking, third edition). An LMS 
is a computer software application used for organization and delivery of educational content 
over the Internet. The LMS in this study is a commercial product created by Pearson 
Longman ESL, the publisher of the textbook. According to textbook authors, NorthStar 
materials motivate students to succeed in their academic and personal language goals 
(Solorzano & Schmidt, 2009). NorthStar provides a fully-integrated approach to language 
learning with a structured approach for more extended and creative oral practice and an 
enhanced focus on academic skills (Solorzano & Schmidt, 2009, p. iv).  
 
MyNorthStarLab materials follow and complement the structure of the book. Approximately 
20% of online materials are the same as in the textbook. The other 80% are new materials 
developed for the LMS, media (audio and video), and assessments (readiness check and 
achievement test). In addition to supporting and extending textbook materials, an added 
quality of online materials is their availability from any place at any time. Finally, online 
assessments allow instructors to deliver tests over the Internet and students to get scores right 
away. This flexibility of online materials makes them suitable for blended language learning 
ESL classes. 
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Due to some of their characteristics, MyNorthStarLab materials allow for strong integration 
of modes, an important feature of blended environments (Bliuc et al., 2007) and the second 
parameter in Neumeier’s framework (2005). First, MyNorthStarLab materials are directly 
connected to the textbook, follow the structure of the book, and even include some of the 
same materials. Second, the LMS features such as the calendar (which shows when 
assignments are due), and announcements (which allow the teacher to leave notes to 
students) additionally help orient the students to the online environment and schedule their 
work. Moreover, different types of activities allow for varying degrees of transactional 
distance or physical distance between participants (Neumeier, 2005). The activities range 
from those with high level of transactional distance such as vocabulary activities with 
machine feedback; those with medium level (speaking activities where the teacher provides 
the feedback); and low levels (asynchronous discussion board where students post messages 
and give each other feedback). According to Neumeier (2005), different degrees of 
transactional distance help sequencing of modes in blended models. 
 
Another characteristic of MyNorthStarLab materials which makes them particularly 
appropriate for blended delivery is that they allow for parallel distribution of content 
(Neumeier’s parameter three) so all skills could be practiced in both modes. As could be seen 
from the review of previous literature, technology influenced the content of modes so, for 
example, speaking skills could not be practiced in the CALL mode (Adair-Hauck et al., 1999, 
Green and Youngs, 2001). Here, powerful database-driven LMS technology that stores and 
retrieves student responses and the voice recording tool make speaking practice possible.  
 
Solorzano and Schmidt (2009) listed five principles that guided the design of NorthStar 
approach. First, materials were created to stimulate students intellectually and emotionally so 
that they can use and retain more language. Second, “students can learn both the form and 
content of the language” (p. v). Third, the approach stimulates active learning through up-to-
date topics that bring the outside world to the classroom. Next, opportunities for students to 
receive feedback are given both through whole class activities and MyNorthStarLab 
computer and teacher feedback. Finally, materials promote “genuine interaction, acceptance 
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of differences, and authentic communication” (p. v). All these qualities of materials influence 
teaching methods and views of instructors and students in blended learning classes. 
 
In order to access MyNorthStarLab materials, the textbook includes an access code for 
students. Instructors are given free codes by the publisher. To use materials, teachers and 
students need an internet connection, a web browser, headphones, and a mike. The instructor 
signs up for the course on the Internet, receives a password, and gives it to the students who 
then use it to register for that particular course. The student registration is straightforward 
and takes around 15 minutes to complete. 
 
Unlike with other LMSs popular in higher education (for example, WebCT and Moodle), the 
instructors using MyNorthStarLab do not have to create their own course from scratch or 
import the outside activities into the LMS. In MyNorthStarLab, instructors choose the 
activities to assign from the content provided by the publisher and can, if they want to, create 
new activities within the platform. This greatly decreases the time spent on course set-up in 
comparison with the time it would take instructors to create all the content by themselves. 
 
MyNorthStarLab materials consist of several sub-modes: activities, assessments, e-mail, and 
discussion board. There are two types of activities that differ according to the source of 
feedback provided to students -- machine and teacher graded. There are also two types of 
assessments--at the beginning of the unit (readiness check) and at the end (achievement test). 
E-mail and discussion board are asynchronous text-based communication features. 
 
The first groups of activities, machine-graded, offer immediate feedback, scores, and allow 
for several attempts. The scores are reported directly into the grade book for each student to 
monitor their progress. There is a variety of machine-graded activities such as: multiple 
choice, drop-down menu, matching, drag and drop, fill in the blanks, and select a response. 
Figure 2 shows an example of an activity where students drag and drop sentences that 
contain contractions of will. Vocabulary, grammar, and most listening activities are machine-
scored. 
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Figure 2. Example of a machine-scored drag and drop activity  
 
On the other hand, teacher-graded activities are open-ended and require the teacher to assign 
a score. The teacher can write comments or respond orally to student work. All speaking and 
pronunciation activities and several listening activities are teacher-scored. To record and play 
back their voices, students use the Wimba recorder, a recording feature within the LMS, 
which can be seen in Figure 3. Figure 3 shows a speaking prompt which asks students to 
contrast different ideas. The teacher also uses the Wimba recorder to listen to student 
responses and give oral feedback when grading.  
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Figure 3. Example of a teacher-scored speaking activity 
 
The first assessment, readiness check, assesses students’ vocabulary knowledge and 
readiness to start the new unit through two machine-graded exercises. If students perform 
well on the readiness check, they are given additional practice activities before the start of the 
unit. The achievement test measures students’ performance in the unit and all its parts, except 
the speaking one, are machine-scored. 
Data sources 
In this study, three main qualitative sources of evidence are interviews, focus groups, and 
observations. Interviews with two main teachers and the administrator were done. Focus 
groups with four other teachers and students from class B were done. Observations of class 
and lab meetings were conducted. A total of 45.5 pages of typed-up observations and a total 
of 11 hours and 46 minutes of audio taped data were collected. The interview and focus 
group transcription resulted in 125 type-written pages. The other sources are three student 
surveys and student LMS records which add quantitative data to the investigation of 
technology-enhanced blended learning. The data collection resulted in four sources to be 
analyzed: typed-up observations, interview and focus group transcripts, surveys, and LMS 
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records.  Table 8 provides an overview of data sources and is divided into primary (main 
source for obtaining data for a research question) and secondary (source used to check for 
additional evidence for the same research question).  For example, class and lab observations 
are a primary data source in research question 1 and secondary in research question 4.  
 
Table 8. Data sources by research questions 
RQ1: Description of blended model; RQ2: Innovation and its attributes; 
RQ3: Attitudes towards blended learning; RQ4: Stages of the innovation-decision process 
 
Interviews 
There was a total of eight interviews in the study- six with two main teachers, one with 
teacher 5, and one with the administrator (please see Data Collection Schedule in Appendix 
A). There were three interviews with instructor A, Bill, and three with instructor B, Grace. 
All interviews were semi-structured and used the same questions as a starting point, so 
teachers’ answers could be compared. However, some of the questions about specific class 
and lab episodes were different. The questions were partly motivated by theoretical 
frameworks and partly on my own ideas about the best ways to address the research 
questions. For example, teachers were asked about the novelty of LMS technology, attributes 
of the innovation, and innovation decision process (Diffusion of Innovations theory, Rogers, 
2003) as well as changes in teaching methods and pedagogical values (Curricular innovation 
theory, Markee, 1997). The interview with teacher 5 who had to cancel the focus group 
participation at the last minute included the same questions as the focus group. The interview 
with the program coordinator was semi-structured.  All interviews were audio recorded and 
later transcribed by me using conventional spelling. The list of questions used in all 
interviews can be found in Appendix B.  
Data source Primary data source Secondary data source 
Teacher interviews  1, 2, 3, 4  
Administrator interview  2, 3 
Focus group with teachers 2 3 
Focus group with students  1, 3 
Class and lab observations 1 4 
LMS records 1  
Student surveys 2, 3 1 
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The first interview with Bill and Grace was conducted in weeks 6 and week 4 respectively. It 
is important to note that due to student placement changes, classes started using NorthStar 
textbook only in week 4 of the semester. Since background information was already collected 
from Bill in the pilot study, the interview lasted 40 minutes. It focused on reflections about 
the past LMS use and plans for its future use as well as reflections about the blended learning 
model. It addressed possible changes in class set-up, choice of activities, teaching methods, 
and pedagogical values-- the latter two being products of an innovation (Markee, 1997). 
Additionally, Bill was asked about the teacher training workshop he initiated and his role in 
the dissemination of the innovation into the program. The first one-hour interview with Grace 
was about 1) background (education and teaching career), 2) teaching (philosophy, methods, 
materials), 3) technology (personal and classroom use, skills), 4) LMS (newness of this 
technology, potential advantages and disadvantages), and 5) blended instruction (previous 
experience, expectations, advantages for teachers and students). 
 
The second teacher interview was conducted after the classes had finished two units: in week 
10 (Grace’s class) and week 11 (Bill’s class). Interviews lasted around one hour. The purpose 
of this interview was to find out the teachers’ opinions about online materials, feedback 
given to students, and the set up of the blended model. The questions were divided into four 
groups: 1) online activities overall, 2) teacher-graded activities and feedback given to 
students, 3) questions based on observations, and 4) other questions. Each question elicited 
an answer that mapped to a research question and in turn to a construct under investigation. 
For example, the first group of questions asked about the order activities were assigned to 
students (RQ 1-language teaching methods), features of the LMS (RQ 2- innovation 
attributes), and teacher’s role (RQ 1-participant roles). I prepared questions from group 2 
after I had examined the instructors’ feedback on student oral responses in the LMS. Group 3 
questions were based on class and lab observations, so I would remind the instructors of what 
I observed and ask them to comment on the episode.  
 
The third teacher interview was conducted in week 15, the last week of the project. By that 
time both classes had finished four textbook units. Both interviews lasted one hour. The 
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interview questions included benefits and drawback of blended learning and LMS use (RQ 2-
innovation attributes), recommendations and interest in its continued use (RQ 3-attitides), 
reflection on the MNSL use over the course of the semester (RQ 4- innovation decision 
process), and questions based on observations. 
 
The interview with the program coordinator was conducted after the last week of the project 
and lasted 40 minutes. It asked about her views of the first semester of MyNorthStar use, its 
continued use, factors that influence the diffusion, and benefits of blended learning classes. 
The interview with the administrator helped shed additional light on the context (the IEOP 
program) within which the case (a hypothetical listening/speaking class) is situated. 
 
Focus groups 
There were two focus groups in the study: one with teachers and the other with students. The 
focus group with four listening/speaking teachers (called teachers 1, 2, 3 and 4) was 
conducted by me in the fourteenth week of the semester and lasted one hour and twenty 
minutes. The focus group did not include the two main participants, Bill and Grace, but the 
other four teaches who used MNSL materials in blended learning classes. How the selection 
of teachers was done was explained in the section on participants. The focus group 
participants were asked twelve questions about the use of MNSL, choice of activities, and 
feedback given to students (RQ 1-description of the model), innovativeness of the LMS 
technology and difficulties in its use (RQ 2-innovation attributes). The teachers were also 
asked about their attitudes towards the new technology and the new class format (RQ 3-
attitides), training received (RQ 2-innovation attributes), and continued future use (RQ 3-
attitides). The same questions were used in the interview with teacher 5. The focus group and 
teacher 5 interview data help describe a hypothetical blended learning class by revealing 
similarities and differences between five classes and adding to the data obtained about the 
two main classes. The list of all focus group questions can be found in Appendix C. 
 
The focus group with the best six students in class B was conducted in week eleven and 
lasted forty five minutes. The class B was chosen for the focus group because it was on a 
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slightly higher level of proficiency than class A (see the section on Students in Participants) 
and represented a more motivated group according to instructors’ feedback. Grace was first 
asked to recommend the best performing students in her class. From that group, six students 
whose MNSL performance was 77% or higher on three units and who had spent more than 3 
hours and 50 minutes on MNSL activities were invited to participate. All students agreed to 
take part in the focus group during one of the lab meetings. 
 
The focus group was administered one week after survey 2 to get more detailed explanation 
about some survey responses. The nine focus group questions were based on the survey 2 
questions but were not exactly the same. Since student attitudes had been collected in the 
survey, the focus groups probed into the explanation of the attitudes (RQ 3-attitides). For 
example, the students were shown screen shots of speaking, pronunciation, and listening 
activities in MNSL and asked to talk about the reasons for their helpfulness. Similarly, they 
were asked about the helpfulness of activities from the NorthStar textbook. The list of all 
student focus group questions can be found in Appendix C. Because all students in the study 
were native speakers of Chinese, the focus group was conducted in Chinese by my Chinese 
colleague, a fellow doctoral student. This way, data collection could be expedited and more 
questions could be covered in the same amount of time. My colleague first transcribed and 
then translated the focus group from Chinese into English. 
 
All interviews and focus groups were digitally recorded. During interviews and the teacher 
focus group I occasionally took down notes as the participants were talking. The notes were 
to be used to reconstruct the interview/focus group in case there was a problem with the 
recordings. Since all the audio data had recorded well, only transcripts were used in the data 
analysis.  
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Observations   
The observations started in week 4 when the two classes started using NorthStar textbook 
and online materials and discontinued in week 13. Every attempt was made to do at least one 
class or lab observation per week per each class. In week 13, I felt that the observation data 
were saturated and that I could easily provide a description of classes and labs. The 
observation schedule is given in Table 9. As can be seen, there was a total of 25 
observations: 12 of class A and 13 of class B. Class A was observed 6 times in the classroom 
and in the lab. Class B was observed 8 times in the classroom and 5 in the lab. 
 
Table 9. Schedule of class and lab observations 
Week Class A observations Class B observations 
4 Lab  
5 Lab, Class  Class, Lab, Class 
6 Lab, Lab Class, Lab 
7 Class Lab, Class 
8 Class Class, Lab  
9 Class, Lab Class 
10 Class  
11 Lab Class 
12 Class Lab, Class 
Total 12 ( 6 class, 6 lab observations) 13 ( 8 class, 5 lab observations) 
 
Class observation days were chosen based on the instructors’ suggestion on when it would be 
the best to observe listening, speaking, and pronunciation activities. I did all the observations 
and because both classes met at the same time, I could do only one observation per day. After 
some time, students got so used to my presence that they regarded me as another class 
instructor. My observation protocols contained 1) description of what happened in class, 2) 
my interpretation of classroom episodes, and 3) notes to myself about questions I would like 
to ask the instructor in a subsequent interview. The observations were not audio/video taped 
because that level of detail about the language use in the classroom/lab is not necessary for 
this study, but hand-written or typed notes were taken. All hand-written notes were later 
typed up on the computer and all notes used in the analysis. The length of typed-up 
observations was 45.5 pages. 
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Observations were primarily used to answer RQ1 about the qualities of the blended learning 
environment. In particular, evidence from observations was used to address the following 
constructs: language teaching methods, level of integration, and interaction patterns. For 
example, I took notes on material covered to see which materials the instructor chose 
(language teaching methods). Then, in the second interview, I asked the instructor to 
comment on this choice to triangulate the findings from multiple data sources. Additionally, 
observations provided the evidence of the stages of the innovation decision process the 
instructors went through (RQ 4). 
 
LMS records 
Once a week in the lab, students in classes A and B were asked to report the time spent on 
MNSL for homework, so the total time on online materials could be calculated. These 
records were used to answer research question 1 about the blended learning mode and time 
spent in the CALL mode of the class. 
 
Student surveys 
Three student surveys (student survey 1, 2, and 3) provide quantitative data about student 
views and attitudes. After the pilot testing in the pilot study, three surveys were revised and 
improved. First, the same terminology (e.g. MyNorthStarLab online materials) was used 
throughout and the number of multiple choice answers was changed to four to eliminate the 
“no opinion” answer which had caused a lot of missing data. Second, the number of items 
measuring the same construct was increased and some items repeated in surveys 2 and 3 to 
investigate the change of attitudes over time. Finally, expert judgment was used to classify 
survey items by six constructs. Four doctoral students in applied linguistics labeled all survey 
items using definitions in Table 10. Items with 75% or more agreement among four raters 
were kept in surveys.  
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Table10. Definitions of six constructs measured in surveys 2 and 3 
Construct Definition 
Innovation novelty of blended learning 
Attitude students’ attitude towards blended learning 
Location location where learning takes place 
Integration connection between class and online work 
Relative advantage benefits of using MyNorthStarLab online activities 
Complexity difficulty in using MyNorthStarLab online activities 
Interaction student interaction with MyNorthStarLab online activities 
 
Most of the survey questions were close-ended, but the last question in the second and third 
survey provided a space for students to add additional comments, which were very helpful in 
understanding their responses. The majority of questions were Likert-scale type with four 
answers (strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree). 
 
Survey 1 administered in week 3 asked about student background: demographics, English 
proficiency and test scores, and computer use. This information was used to provide a 
description of student participants. The questions about LMS use and previous blended 
learning experience were used to determine if these were new concepts for students so that 
the innovativeness of the practice could be established (RQ 2- innovation). The survey 
consisted of eighteen open-ended, multiple response, and Likert-scale questions.  
 
Mapping of each survey question to a research question and the construct that prompted it for 
surveys two and three can be found in Table 11. Table 11 shows the survey question, 
construct measured, survey question number (for example, 2-5: survey 2, question 5), 
research question, and survey question type (Likert-scale, multiple response, open-ended). 
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Table 11. Survey questions mapped to constructs and research questions 
Survey question Construct Survey question 
number 
Research 
question 
Survey question 
type 
For me, online activities in MyNorthStarLab are a new way to 
learn English.  
Innovation 2-1 2 Likert-scale 
I do not know how to use MyNorthStarLab online activities.  Complexity 2-2 2 Likert-scale 
I like to work on MyNorthStarLab online activities in the 
computer lab.  
Location 2-3 1 Likert-scale 
I like to work on MyNorthStarLab online activities outside of 
the computer lab. 
Location 2-4 1 Likert-scale 
I prefer to work on MyNorthStarLab online activities for 
homework and not during class time.  
Location 2-5 1 Likert-scale 
My computer had difficulties with MyNorthStarLab online 
activities.    
Complexity 2-6 2 Likert-scale 
MyNorthStarLab online activities are connected to what we do 
in the classroom.  
Integration 2-7, 3-3 1 Likert-scale 
MyNorthStarLab online activities are easy to use.  Complexity 2-8, 3-11 2 Likert-scale 
I completed some listening activities several times until I got 
the score I wanted.  
Interaction 2-9 1 Likert-scale 
In speaking activities, I recorded my answer again if the teacher 
indicated that I made a mistake.  
Interaction 2-10 1 Likert-scale 
Recording my voice and having the teacher listen to it is a good 
way to practice speaking.  
Relative advantage 2-11 2 Likert-scale 
In pronunciation activities, I recorded my answer again if the 
teacher indicated that I made a mistake.  
Interaction 2-12 1 Likert-scale 
Recording my voice and having the teacher listen to it is a good 
way to practice pronunciation. 
Relative advantage 2-13 2 Likert-scale 
It is difficult for me to find my way through MyNorthStarLab 
online activities.   
Complexity 2-14 2 Likert-scale 
I can see the connection between MyNorthStarLab online 
activities and NorthStar paper textbook.    
Integration 2-15, 3-8 1 Likert-scale 
I had technical problems when working on MyNorthStarLab 
online activities.  
Complexity 2-16, 3-4 2 Likert-scale + 
explanation 
     
62 
63 
 
 
Table 11. Continued     
Survey question Construct Survey question 
number 
Research 
question 
Survey question 
type 
Working on MyNorthStarLab online activities helps me with 
speaking  English.  
Relative advantage 2-17, 3-5 2 Likert-scale 
Working on MyNorthStarLab online activities helps me with 
listening to English.   
Relative advantage 2-18, 3-6 2 Likert-scale 
Working on MyNorthStarLab online activities helps me with 
pronunciation of English.  
Relative advantage 2-19, 3-7 2 Likert-scale 
This is the first time I am in an English class that combines 
classroom learning with online learning.  
Innovation 2-20 2 Likert-scale 
Textbook activities are related to MyNorthStarLab online 
activities.  
Integration 2-21, 3-12 1 Likert-scale 
I need help learning how to use MyNorthStarLab online 
activities.  
Complexity 2-22, 3-9 2 Likert-scale 
I like that my class meets in the classroom and computer lab.  Attitude 2-23, 3-1 3 Likert-scale 
The fact that my class meets in the classroom and computer lab 
helps me learn English. 
Attitude 2-24, 3-2 3 Likert-scale 
Which of these features of MyNorthStarLab online activities 
were useful to you?  
Relative advantage 2-25 2 Multiple response 
Comments about the class, computer lab, homework, and online 
activities 
None specifically 
targeted 
2-26, 3-16  Open ended 
All IEOP classes should have online activities (such as 
MyNorthStarLab or other Internet activities) in addition to 
regular class activities.  
Attitude 3-13 3 Likert-scale 
I would recommend a class that uses MyNorthStarLab online 
activities in addition to class activities to other students. 
Attitude 3-14 3 Likert-scale 
I would like to take another IEOP English class that has 
MyNorthStarLab online activities together with the regular 
class activities.    
Attitude 3-15 3 Likert-scale + 
explanation 
I like both classroom activities and MyNorthStarLab online 
activities.  
Attitude 3-10 3 Likert-scale 
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Survey 2 investigated opinions about the innovation (RQ 2- attributes), location, interaction, 
and integration (RQ 1- description of the model), and attitudes of students (RQ 3). The 
survey was given in week 10 after students had completed Units 1 and 2.  It consisted of 
twenty-four multiple choice questions, one multiple response question, and one open-ended 
question. Answers to survey 2 were examined and individual student responses that indicated 
disagreement or strong disagreement were flagged. In survey 3, students that indicated 
negative experiences were asked to explain their opinions and were give several open-ended 
questions. For example, in survey 2, student 206 in class B indicated that MNSL activities 
did not help him with speaking English. An open-ended question in survey 3 asked him to 
explain why.  The student wrote that he preferred to talk to the teacher than to the computer.  
 
The third survey was given in week 13 after the completion of Unit 3. It consisted of fifteen 
multiple-choice questions and one open-ended question about the attributes of innovation 
(RQ 2) and satisfaction with and possible offering of online materials and blended classes in 
the future (RQ 3- attitudes). Results of each survey were calculated separately for each class. 
Procedures 
This study was conducted over a period of one semester (please see Data Collection Schedule 
in Appendix A for procedures by weeks). The classes met five times a week for 50 minutes– 
three of the days were in the classroom, and two in the computer lab. These 250 contact 
minutes per week were devoted to work on NorthStar paper materials or MyNorthStarLab 
online materials. Students also worked on textbook and online materials for homework. For 
the distribution of time spent in face-to-face and CALL modes, please see the section on 
Mode in Chapter 4. 
 
After two main teachers had been explained details of the project and had agreed to 
participate in the study, they signed consent forms in week 1. As the Data Collection 
Schedule in Appendix A shows, the students were given an overview of the study in week 3 
and told it was a part of their course, but that the data would be used for research purposes 
only if they wanted to give their consent. All students in both classes agreed to participate in 
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the study and signed informed consent forms. Before the teacher focus group was conducted 
in week 14, a written consent was also obtained from other teachers. The signing of the 
consent form was also done before the administrator interview the last week of the project.  
 
Student and teacher training 
After students, Bill, and Grace had signed the consent forms, classes took part in learner 
training which is seen as an important step in familiarizing participants with the CALL 
application so they can effectively use it (Hubbard, 2004). The learner training in the 
computer lab consisted of two parts: MNSL orientation and course registration. During the 
orientation, I introduced students to the LMS by showing them its interface, navigation, and 
functionality.  I explained how to access MyNorthStarLab, log in, and navigate to the 
calendar, activities, and the grade book. I also demonstrated how to record and play back oral 
responses and how to get to teacher and system feedback. The students were provided with a 
paper handout that contained training information. The second part, course registration, 
immediately followed the orientation. The students were guided through the registration 
process, and upon completion asked to work on Unit 1 Readiness check and a pronunciation 
activity.  Since the pilot study showed that some students did not know how to access teacher 
feedback after the orientation, during the next lab meeting the instructors asked all students 
to look up the feedback on the pronunciation activity they had previously completed. I was 
present in the lab during this meeting and assisted the instructors with answering student 
questions. Both instructors expressed appreciation for my assistance because it was hard for 
them to help all students at once. Instructor B was particularly relieved by my presence since 
she was at times unsure what she wanted students to do and how they would do it. During 
these times I acted as a participant observer especially in instructor’s B class.  
 
The two main instructors and other interested listening/speaking instructors were offered 
three teacher training workshops in week 1, 5, and 12. The first workshop lasted one hour 
and fifteen minutes and was attended by 9 instructors including Bill and Grace. The first 
workshop covered the same aspects as the student MNSL orientation, but also included the 
course set-up. In addition, I showed the teachers how to assign content and grades as well as 
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provide aural and textual feedback. The teachers were provided with a step-by-step course 
set-up handout and instructions the workshop covered. They were also given a copy of a 
student handout to photocopy for their classes. By the end of the workshop, all teachers 
successfully created their courses.  
 
The second workshop was initiated by Bill who felt that he could help his colleagues by 
sharing his positive experience with MNSL and answering their questions. Bill invited 
teachers by e-mail and asked me to assist with the workshop. Eleven teachers attended the 
workshop which lasted for one hour and ten minutes. Bill showed the teachers his course and 
reviewed the main procedures covered in workshop one. I demonstrated more advanced 
features of running student reports. Then, teachers asked questions about things they were 
not sure about (e.g. how to delete student records and how to change the activity deadlines). 
Some instructors needed help with basic features (course set-up, pop-up blocker enabling), 
while some asked about more advanced features not covered in the first workshop (e.g. 
downloading mp3 audio files, setting up Java). Grace did not attend the workshop because 
she felt she had all her questions answered with me being in her labs. 
 
The third workshop lasted for forty-five minutes and gathered seven teachers including Bill. I 
invited the teachers to share one activity that worked well in their classes and labs, ask 
questions, and express concerns. Teachers talked about how they were using MNSL, things 
that worked well (accessibility of materials), and problems they ran into (lack of headphones 
and microphones for all students, need for lab support). Some teachers including Grace did 
not attend because they did not have any questions. Throughout the semester, I made myself 
available to all teachers and would answer their questions about MNSL by e-mail. Some 
asked me to help in their labs, which I was happy to do when I was not doing observations. 
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Qualitative data analysis  
Since in qualitative research “data analysis is simultaneous with data collection” (Merriam, 
2002, p.14), I started analyzing data while data collection was still under way. The first step 
in the analysis included printing out all transcripts and reading carefully through them. I 
coded the complete dataset. Data sources from each class were analyzed separately. The 
analysis followed the coding procedures outlined in Miles and Huberman (1994). According 
to Miles and Huberman “codes are tags or labels for assigning units of meaning to the 
descriptive or inferential information compiled during the study” (p. 56). The original set of 
codes was organized by research questions and included codes used in the pilot study. Main 
coding categories originated in theoretical frameworks so for example, codes for the first 
research question about the blended learning model were labeled the same as Neumeier’s 
parameters. Similarly, the names of innovation attributes were the main codes under the 
second research question. Many main codes contained sub-codes which emerged from the 
data both in the pilot and present study. For instance, the main code distribution of learning 
content contained three sub-codes: value of online listening, speaking, and pronunciation 
activities which were the content specific to this dissertation.  
 
In the first pass through the teacher interview data, I marked units (a sentence or several 
sentences) on the right-hand side margin. I assigned the codes to each unit, but also added 
new codes or sub-codes and revised the existing code definitions. This part of coding is 
known as open coding. In the second pass through the data, I checked all code definitions, 
organized codes, and deleted the unnecessary ones. I used the revised coding scheme 
(Appendix C) to conduct a rater training on two interviews (second and third interview with 
teacher Grace) which represent training data. The second rater was an ESL teacher with an 
MA degree in TESL. Appendix C shows the research questions associated with the code, the 
code itself, and its definition.  
 
The second rater was explained the purpose of the study, research questions, codes, and their 
definitions in a one-hour meeting. The two coded interviews were then given to the second 
rater who went through the first interview and compared my codes to hers. Next, she had 
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coded the second interview by herself and later compared the codes. A detailed discussion 
about assigning codes and addressing discrepancies in coding lasted 2 hours. In case of 
discrepancies, an agreement was reached on how a piece of text should be coded and no text 
was discarded from the analysis. The training dataset was not included into calculations of 
inter-rater reliability. The training was done to make sure both raters were well-calibrated to 
code the rest of the dataset.  
 
After the training, the second rater coded two teacher interviews (second and third interview 
with teacher Bill) by herself.  The inter-rater reliability was calculated for each of the two 
interviews. Once the coded interviews were received back from the second coder, they were 
divided into segments consisting of one interviewer’s question and one participant’s answer. 
There were 37 segments in second interview with Bill and 29 in the third interview with Bill. 
An Excel sheet was made for each interview listing all segments by number, number of codes 
assigned by each coder per segment, and number of codes marked the same by both coders 
per segment. Inter-rater reliability was calculated using simple percentage agreement which 
is the number of segments coded the same by both raters divided by the highest number of 
codes per segment. Using simple percentages to calculate inter-rater reliability is 
“appropriate for continuous data (i.e., data for which the units can theoretically have any 
value in their possible range, limited in precision only by our ability to measure them)” 
(Mackey & Gass, 2005, p. 243). Inter-rater reliability for the second interview was 73% and 
the third was 75%.  A subsequent discussion about disagreements in coding lasted one hour 
for the second interview and fifty minutes for the third interview. The coders could agree on 
almost all discrepancies except for one code in segment 5 and one in segment 28 (second 
interview) and one code in segment 13 (third interview). These pieces of data were not 
included in the analysis. The inter-rater reliability was calculated again and the coefficients 
obtained were 98.2% and 99.3% for the second and third interview respectively.     
 
The inter-rater training and second coding were done on four out of six teacher interviews. 
The four interviews were chosen because they contained the bulk of information used to 
compare two classes in research question 1 about the blended learning model, so a 
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hypothetical class could be described. Mackey and Gass (2005) point to time and resources 
as main factors in determining the amount of data coded by the second coder. In this study, 
both of these factors influenced the second coding.  
 
In the next step of the analysis, all instances of a certain code were examined across data 
sources. I made a table for each code and cut and pasted segments from different data sources 
into it. The tables facilitated the comparison between classes and teachers. Frequent re-
reading of previously coded material was done to help create a big picture of themes in the 
data.  
 
For each embedded unit of analysis (each class), a separate analysis was done. Then, the 
comparison of findings across units of analysis was provided to highlight similarities and 
differences. As suggested by Miles & Huberman (1994) and Yin (2003), a matrix was made 
containing information about two classes. The matrix was organized by research questions. 
The similarities were used to describe the case, a hypothetical listening/speaking class at 
lower-intermediate level, while the differences were used to show a range of options in 
blended learning models.  
Quantitative data analysis 
In addition to qualitative data sources, LSM records of student homework time in minutes 
were also analyzed. The homework time for two classes was entered into two Excel files. A 
mean homework time per day per class was calculated as well as the minimum and 
maximum homework time. 
 
Quantitative analysis encompassed student surveys, too. Survey responses were analyzed 
separately for each class and later compared between classes. All student answers were 
entered into an Excel spread sheet and later imported into SPSS to calculate descriptive 
statistics for each survey item, to calculate Cronbach’s alpha reliability estimate for items 
that measure the same construct, to compare mean scores of items included in both survey 2 
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and 3 (Wilcoxon rank-sum test), and to determine if the survey items combined to form latent 
factors (factor analysis). 
 
First, each Likert-scale answer given a value (strongly agree-4, agree-3, disagree-2, strongly 
disagree-1). Some of the items on surveys were phrased in the negative light: for example 
item 2-6 (question 6 on survey 2) “My computer had difficulties with MyNorthStarLab 
online activities”. For this and items 2-2, 2-14, 2-16, 2-22, 3-4, and 3-9, reverse coding was 
performed using the following scale (strongly agree-1, agree-2, disagree-3, strongly disagree-
4). Descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation, and range) were calculated for each 
question. In cases when several questions asked about the same construct (for example 
innovation) the scores obtained for the responses to those questions were summed to create a 
measure of innovation. The reliability of scores for the new measure (Cronbach’s alpha) was 
reported (see the discussion in the next section). Cronbach’s alpha based on standardized 
items was reported instead of regular Cronbach’s alpha because it adjusts to the differences 
in means and standard deviations among variables.  
 
Some of the questions were repeated from survey 2 to survey 3. In cases when their mean 
scores were very different, a test was run to see if the difference was statistically significant. 
Because all questions did not produce scores with a normal distribution, a nonparametric test, 
Wilcoxon Rank, was used. The test compared two related samples because the samples 
comprise the same students. In cases when the significance value was higher than 0.05, no 
statistical significance was found between students’ opinions, so it was concluded that their 
views remained unchanged between survey administrations.  
 
Factor analysis was also run on each survey to identify underlying factors which explain the 
pattern of correlations within variables (survey questions). Although factor analysis is 
intended for analyzing interval scale data, it can also be used to analyze ordinal data (scores 
assigned to Likert scales), which was the case in this study. Since factor analysis assumes 
that there is a correlation pattern among variables, a correlation matrix among all variables in 
the survey was first calculated. Then the communalities table was examined for the amount 
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of variance accounted for in each variable. Next, factors were extracted together with the 
amount of variance in the data they explain. For class A, survey 2, four factors which explain 
77.95% of the variance were extracted, while in survey 3, four factors which explain 77.16% 
of the variance were found.  This means that the complexity of the survey data sets can be 
reduced by using four components with 22% (survey 2) or 23% (survey 3) loss of 
information respectively. For class B, survey 2, five factors with 87.985% of the variance 
were extracted, while for survey 3, three factors with 80.36% of the variance were found. In 
case of class B, the data complexity can be reduced with only 12% (survey 2) and 19% 
(survey 3) information loss. In the next step, the scree plot was graphed to help determine the 
optimal number of components (factors). Finally, the rotated component matrix showed 
which variables were strongly correlated with each other, while at the same time weakly 
correlated with other variables. Each variable was assigned to a factor. The variables that 
loaded highly on a factor should be included in future surveys, while those that did not load 
highly could possibly be eliminated. The detailed interpretation of the factor analysis is 
provided in the next section. 
Evaluation of measuring instruments: student surveys 
As mentioned in the previous section, Cronbach’s alpha and factor analysis were statistical 
procedures used to check the quality of student surveys. All items measuring the same 
construct were examined together and Cronbach’s alpha values entered into the tables which 
can be found the Results chapter. The discussion of the Cronbach’s alpha values follows. 
 
Student surveys were used to obtain student feedback on integration of face-to-face and 
CALL modes in research question 1. Tables 15 and 16 contain reliability estimates for all 
three items in surveys 2 and 3 respectively. Cronbach’s alpha values for class B are relatively 
high (0.720 and 0.860 respectively). However, class A’s values are lower (0.610), especially 
for survey 2 (0.313). A possible explanation could be a slightly lower proficiency level of 
group A than of group B. Another explanation could be the survey instrument itself. During 
the administration of survey 2 in class A, students were told they could ask questions about 
the words they don’t understand. Several students asked about the meaning of item 2-21 
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especially the word “related”. It could be speculated that the students did not know this word 
and did not interpret it as a synonym for the words “connected” and “connection” in items 2-
7 and 2-15, which asked about the same construct. This is an important thing to keep in mind 
for the design of future surveys, especially if given to lower proficiency levels than that of 
students in class A. In this case, survey designers may look into providing questions in 
students’ native languages.  
 
In research question 2, the first attribute of innovation, relative advantage, was examined. 
Tables 20 and 21 contain all relative advantage questions asked in student surveys 2 and 3 
respectively. Very high alpha values (survey 2: 0.843 (class A) and 0.957 (class B); survey 3: 
0.909 (class A) and 0.956 (class B)) show that all the items measure the same construct. The 
factor analysis of survey 3, for both classes A and B, further confirms that items 3-5, 3-6, and 
3-7 measure the construct of relative advantage because they belong to the same factor. 
Similarly, items 2-11, 2-13, 2-17, 2-18, and 2-19 for class B make a factor. For that reason, 
all these items should be included as measures of relative advantage in future surveys with 
similar participants.  
 
The results of the analysis of all complexity items from research question 2 are presented in 
Table 22 (survey 2) and Table 23 (survey 3). Cronbach’s alpha values for both classes and 
surveys (except class B survey 2) are around 0.550 which is rather low. Consequently, 6 
complexity items may not be analyzed together but broken down into more discrete parts 
(e.g. technical difficulties items, ease of use items, need help items). The factor analysis for 
class A survey 2 showed that variables 2-2, 2-6 and 2-16 make a factor. When only these 
variables were used to calculate the reliability of the measure, a much higher value of 0.838 
was obtained. Due to this, was possible to include only 3 instead of 6 items in the 
measurement of the complexity construct in survey 2 for class A. The high Cronbach’s alpha 
value of 0.896 for class B, survey 2 indicates that class B answers are more consistent and 
hang together much better than answers of class A. Additionally, four out of six complexity 
items (2-2, 2-8, 2-16, and 2-22) belong to the same factor. Cronbach’s alpha for these four 
variables is 0.928 which is higher than the value for all six of them. Based on this, only four 
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complexity items were found to be sufficient to measure this construct. In survey 3, the small 
number of items (3) may have influenced the alpha values in both classes. 
 
Research question 3 asked about student opinions about blended learning and MNSL 
innovation. The results of survey 2 can be found in Table 24 and of survey 3 in Table 25. 
When a new measure of student attitudes towards blended learning was made based on the 
two items in survey 2, the reliability of scores indicator (Cronbach’s alpha) was found to be 
0.636 and 0.937 for class A and B, respectively. In class B, two attitude items in survey 2 
belong to the same factor further supporting their strong correlation with each other. In 
survey 3, class B, Cronbach’s alpha was found to be 0.894, an acceptable value in social 
science research. However, the alpha value for class A survey 3 is very low 0.392, so a 
different analysis was performed using only items 3-2 and 3-13 which the factor analysis 
indicated would make a factor. In this case, the alpha value increased to 0.786. A better 
measurement of student views for survey 3 class A are items 3-2 and 3-13 than items 3-1, 3-
2, 3-10, 3-13, 3-14, and 3-15. This way the data can be reduced to a smaller number of 
uncorrelated variables if the survey is to be used with a similar group of students in the 
future. 
Chapter summary 
This chapter outlined case study methodology and justified its use in blended learning 
research in this dissertation. It further explained the choice of descriptive case study and 
single case design with two embedded units of analysis. Next, the context of the study was 
presented followed by the description of participants and explanation of researcher’s 
position. Procedures used to ensure the quality of research findings were provided to address 
validity of results. Since this dissertation used the data collected during the pilot study, the 
description of the pilot study was also included followed by the description of teaching 
materials. Next, all data sources were discussed and data collection procedures outlined. 
Finally, strategies used in data analysis were presented separately for qualitative and 
quantitative data and evaluation of student surveys given. The next chapter details the results 
of the study.  
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
This chapter presents and discusses the results concerning the blended learning model, 
perceptions of the innovation and its attributes, attitudes towards the innovation, and stages 
of the innovation-decision process. Both qualitative and quantitative data sources described 
in Chapter 3 were used to obtain the results. 
 
First, the results of the first research question are introduced. The description of the blended 
learning model is given using six parameters from Neumeier (2005). The model of the 
hypothetical blended learning class is described based on the analysis of classes A and B. 
Data sources include teacher interviews, class and lab observations, student focus group, 
student LMS records, and student surveys. The findings show that teachers and students in 
classes A and B could see a clear connection between modes, which suggests that the 
hypothetical class could accomplish mode integration successfully. Moreover, learning 
content would be distributed in a parallel way because all language skills could be practiced 
in both modes. In classes A and B, parallel distribution allowed online presentation and in-
class review/practice as well as in-class presentation and online practice. A number of 
interactional patterns were observed in the two classes: in the face- to-face mode the teacher 
interacted with the individual student, the whole class, and students in pair/group work, while 
the student interacted with the teacher and with other student(s) in pair and group work. In 
the CALL mode, the teacher and student interacted through the computer, and student 
interacted with the computer and through the computer with other students. These findings 
point to a range of interactional patterns in the hypothetical class where teachers would 
assume several roles such as instructor, facilitator, and monitor. Finally, it was found that 
there are at least three locations where learning in the hypothetical class would take place: 
classroom, computer lab, and student homes and that the preferred location for access to 
online activities could vary from student to student. 
 
Following this, the results of the second research question are presented and discussed. 
Through examination of teacher interviews, student survey, and focus group it was found that 
two teachers and students perceived the use of MyNorthStarLab in their technology-
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enhanced blended learning classes as an innovation according to Rogers’ definition (2003). 
Moreover, four innovation attributes were studied: relative advantage, complexity, 
trialability, and observability using interviews with teachers and administrator, student 
surveys, and student and teacher focus groups. The results show that teachers viewed the 
innovation as advantageous and its use improvement from past practices. Furthermore, both 
teachers and students could see the value of teacher-graded activities in MyNorthStarLab. 
Major drawbacks of the innovation for teachers were the time-consuming nature of providing 
student feedback and problems with computer software. Overall, student survey responses 
showed that both classes found MNSL relatively easy to use but that technical difficulties 
were present and for class A continued through the semester. Lastly, the data indicate that the 
teachers had sufficient opportunities to try the innovation out and that the results of their 
experience could be observed by their colleagues.  
 
Next, the results of the third research question are given. Teacher and student attitudes were 
studied through teacher interviews, student surveys, and student focus group. Positive 
teachers’ attitudes were shown through their interest in continued innovation use, its use in 
other skill classes, and its recommendation to colleagues. The majority of students in both 
classes expressed positive views of the innovation in terms of its appeal and helpfulness. 
While two teachers and their students agreed that extra practice, preparation for future 
college studies, opportunities for autonomous learning, and the ability to work at one’s own 
pace represent some advantages, some disadvantages were also reported.  
 
Last, the innovation-decision process two teachers went through was described. The data 
were collected in teacher interviews and lab observations and presented in five stages taken 
from Rogers (2003). It was found that two teachers both passed through the first four stages 
(knowledge, persuasion, decision, and implementation). At the end of the study, Bill’s 
assistance to others in using the innovation could indicate the beginning of the last stage, the 
confirmation stage. Ultimately, the future of the innovation in this setting lies not only with 
two teachers but with all teaching and administrative staff. 
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Research question 1: Blended learning model 
The first research question looked into how the blended model in classes A and B was used 
through class and lab observations, teacher interviews, student focus group, student LMS 
records, and student survey responses. The analysis of each class is made using six 
parameters from Neumeier (2005): 1) mode, 2) model of integration, 3) distribution of 
learning content and objectives, 4) language teaching methods, 5) involvement of learning 
subjects (students, tutors, and teachers), and 6) location. After each parameter is discussed, 
the hypothetical blended learning class is described based on similarities and differences 
between the two classes. 
 
Mode 
The blended model in this study is composed of two modes: face-to-face and CALL. Face-to-
face mode consisted of meetings in the classroom three times a week (see Table 12). The 
CALL mode consisted of meetings in the computer lab twice a week and time students spent 
doing homework in MNSL outside the lab hours. All meetings lasted for 50 minutes.  
 
Table 12. Location and contact days for Classes A and B 
Class A Mode 
 Face-to-face  CALL  
Location Classroom Computer lab Other 
Contact days Mon, Tue, Thu Wed, Fri When MNSL 
homework was 
given 
 
Class B Mode 
 Face-to-face  CALL  
Location Classroom Computer lab Other 
Contact days Mon, Wed, Fri Tue, Thu When MNSL 
homework was 
given 
 
The time spent in each mode is given in Table 13 (Class A) and Table 13a (Class B). The 
tables include the ten-week period from September 14 (week 4) when the classes started 
using NorthStar textbooks to November 20 (week 13) when the observations were 
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discontinued. All extra-curricular activities that took place instead of classes and labs are 
indicated. The time students spent doing homework in MNSL was calculated from their 
weekly self-reported logs. Homework time includes the average, minimum and maximum 
homework time for all students who reported doing homework that day. These values help 
give a range of homework time and a more precise calculation of the length of the CALL 
mode than when only lab times were included (as was the case in the pilot study).  
 
Table 13A. Class A: Time in each mode per day (in minutes) and in total (in hours and 
minutes) 
 Face-to-face mode CALL mode 
Date and 
day Class time Lab time 
MNSL homework 
on  average 
Homework 
minimum 
Homework 
maximum 
14 Mon Sep 50     
15 Tue 50     
16 Wed  50    
17 Thu 50     
18 Fri  No lab: field trip    
19 Sat      
20 Sun      
21 Mon 50  18.9 5 30 
22 Tues 50  21.3 5 30 
23 Wed  50    
24 Thu 50     
25 Fri  50    
26 Sat      
27 Sun      
28 Mon 50     
29 Tue 50     
30 Wed  50    
1  Thu   Oct 50     
2 Fri  50    
3 Sat      
4 Sun      
5 Mon 50  19.6 10 30 
6 Tue 50  18.3 10 30 
7 Wed  50    
8 Thu 50     
9 Fri  No lab: seminar 21.4 13 30 
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Table 13A. Continued      
 Face-to-face mode CALL mode 
Date and 
day Class time Lab time Date and day Class time Lab time 
10 Sat      
11 Sun      
12 Mon 
No class: 
midterm 
conference
s 
    
13 Tue 50  23.125 10 45 
14 Wed  50    
15 Thu 50     
16 Fri  
No lab: 
meeting with 
advisors 
25.7 12 45 
17 Sat      
18 Sun      
19 Mon 50  25.4 10 30 
20 Tue 50     
21 Wed  50    
22 Thu 50     
23 Fri  50    
24 Sat      
25 Sun      
26 Mon 50     
27 Tue 50  25.75 10 40 
28 Wed  50    
29 Thu 50     
30 Fri  50    
31 Sat      
1 Sun Nov      
2 Mon 50     
3 Tue 50  16.75 4 40 
4 Wed  50    
5 Thu 50     
6  Fri  50    
7 Sat      
8 Sun      
9 Mon 50     
10 Tue 50     
11 Wed  50    
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Table 13A. Continued      
 Face-to-face mode CALL mode 
Date and 
day Class time Lab time Date and day Class time Lab time 
12 Thu 50     
13 Fri  50    
14 Sat      
15 Sun      
16 Mon 50     
17 Tue 50     
18 Wed  50    
19 Thu 50     
20 Fri  
No lab: 
Thanksgiving 
activity 
   
Total (in 
min) 1450 800 216.225 89 350 
Total (in 
hours and 
min) 
24h 10 min 13h 20 min 3h 36 min 1h 29 min 5h 50min 
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Table 13B. Class B: Time in each mode per day and in total (in hours and minutes) 
 Face-to-face 
mode CALL mode 
Date and 
day 
Class time Lab time MNSL 
homework on  
average 
Homework 
minimum 
Homework 
maximum 
14 Mon Sep 50     
15 Tue  50    
16 Wed 50  15.75 8 30 
17 Thu  50 10*  10 10 
18 Fri No class: 
field trip 
 20**  20 20 
19 Sat   40**  40 40 
20 Sun   10**  10 10 
21 Mon 50     
22 Tues  50  20* 20 20 
23 Wed 50     
24 Thu  50    
25 Fri 50  5***  5 5 
26 Sat      
27 Sun      
28 Mon 50     
29 Tue  50    
30 Wed 50     
1  Thu   Oct  50    
2 Fri 50     
3 Sat      
4 Sun      
5 Mon 50     
6 Tue  50    
7 Wed 50     
8 Thu  50    
9 Fri No class: 
seminar 
    
10 Sat   30***  30 30 
11 Sun      
12 Mon No class: 
midterm 
conferences 
    
13 Tue  50    
14 Wed 50  20***  20 20 
15 Thu  50    
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Table 13B. Continued     
 Face-to-face 
mode CALL mode 
Date and 
day 
Class time Lab time MNSL 
homework on  
average 
Homework 
minimum 
Homework 
maximum 
16 Fri No class: 
meeting with 
advisors 
    
17 Sat   20***  20 20 
18 Sun      
19 Mon 50  10***  10 10 
20 Tue  50    
21 Wed 50     
22 Thu  50    
23 Fri 50     
24 Sat      
25 Sun      
26 Mon 50     
27 Tue  50    
28 Wed 50     
29 Thu  50    
30 Fri 50     
31 Sat      
1 Sun Nov      
2 Mon 50     
3 Tue  50    
4 Wed 50     
5 Thu  50    
6  Fri 50     
7 Sat      
8 Sun      
9 Mon  50 (Class met 
in the lab to 
do an 
Achievement 
test) 
   
10 Tue  50    
11 Wed 50     
12 Thu  50    
13 Fri 50     
14 Sat      
15 Sun      
16 Mon 50     
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Table 13B. Continued     
 Face-to-face 
mode CALL mode 
Date and 
day 
Class time Lab time MNSL 
homework on  
average 
Homework 
minimum 
Homework 
maximum 
17 Tue  50    
18 Wed 50     
19 Thu  50    
20 Fri No class: 
Thanksgiving 
activity 
    
Total (in 
min) 
1200 1050 200.75 193 215 
Total (in 
hours and 
min) 
20h  17h 30 min 3h 21 min 3h 13 min 3h 35min 
Notes: * Reported by student 204, ** Reported by student 209, *** Reported by student 205 
 
When looking at Tables 13A and 13B, it can be seen that Class A students received MNSL 
homework mostly on class days when they did not meet in the lab. In the first interview, Bill, 
class A teacher, explained that he preferred to assign homework the night before the lab day 
so that the students could get started with the activities and finish them in the lab the next day 
(Bill, interview 1, p. 3). On the other hand, Class B students did not have MNSL homework 
on class but on lab days and only in cases when they did not finish their work in the lab. 
Also, with the exception of September 16, only one student (204, 209, or 205) reported doing 
MNSL homework on the rest of the days. These data indicate that class B had less online 
homework than class A and that fewer class B students completed it. When class B 
instructor, Grace, was asked about homework, she confirmed not assigning a lot:  
Seems like having lab for two days a week, (students) still end up doing every activity 
in there during those times. So there is not much left to do for homework. If they 
don’t finish it in the lab, they finish it for homework. (Grace, interview 2, p. 3) 
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In addition to homework from MNSL, instructors were asked about assigning homework 
from the textbook.  
Maja: Is homework always from MNSL or it is sometimes from the book, too? 
Bill: There have been a couple of occasions when there is something from the book. 
Several occasions. But the vast majority is MNSL, whether it’s the lab day the next 
day or not. (Bill, interview 2, p. 5) 
Grace: The only thing I’ve really done from the book is the grammar. That’s why I 
don’t spend a lot of time on the grammar in class. [pause: Grace is looking at the 
book] Only grammar. The rest of it I like to do in class. (Grace, interview 2, p. 4) 
As teachers’ answers show, homework other than from MNSL was assigned but not very 
often. The amount of time students spent on that homework was not investigated but should 
be looked into to understand learning that takes place outside of face-to-face and CALL 
modes. 
 
The distribution of modes can be seen from the total time in each mode (Table 14). Class A 
spent 1450 min in the face-to-face mode and 800 min in the lab. When the average 
homework time is added to the lab time, CALL mode time is 1016.225 minutes on average 
(range 889 -1150). In case of class B, face-to-face mode lasted 1200 min and the lab time 
1050 min. Average CALL mode time is 1250.75 min (range 1243 - 1265).  
 
Neumeier’s definition of the lead mode encompasses two variables: time in and content of 
the mode. Neumeier writes about the lead mode: “learners often spend most of the time in 
this mode, they are guided through the learning process here” and “the sequencing and 
organization of content or negotiation of content is done and presented in the lead more” 
(2005, p. 167). When the first part of the definition is used, total time in percentages shows 
that face-to-face is the lead mode for class A because students spent most of the time in it. 
While the distribution of modes is almost even for class B (49% and 51%), CALL mode 
appears to be the lead mode for class B. Moreover, the homework time did not influence the 
CALL mode duration for class B (remains 51%) but did for class A (ranges from 38% to 
44%). When the evidence for the second part of the definition was sought in observations and 
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teacher interviews, it was found that class B received guidance from the teacher and 
negotiated content in the face-to-face mode more than the CALL mode, so face-to-face mode 
could be considered the lead (please see the evidence for this claim in the section on 
participant roles later in this chapter). Another consideration in determining mode 
distribution is that homework time data were self-reported because that was the only way to 
obtain them. Ideally, MNSL platform should record time on each activity and provide this 
information by student in an easily downloadable format. This process would insure more 
confident calculation of instructional time and modes. 
 
Table 14. Distribution of modes  
Modes Face-to-
face 
CALL Both 
modes 
 Class* Lab**  Homework 
average*** 
Homework 
min**** 
Homework 
max**** 
 
CLASS A 
Total in 
min 
1450 800 216.225 89 350 2466.225 
Total in % 59%            41%   100% 
 62%   38%  100% 
 56%    44% 100% 
CLASS B 
Total in 
min 
1200 1050 200.75 193 215 2450.75 
Total in %  49%            51%   100% 
 49%   51%  100% 
 49%    51% 100% 
* Total time spent in the classroom during the study 
** Total time spent in the computer lab during the study 
*** Average time students spent doing MNSL homework during the study 
**** Minimum and maximum time students spent doing MNSL homework on average 
during the study 
 
In addition to distribution, Neumeier (2005) further examines the modes by dividing them 
into components or sub-modes. The sub-modes of the face-to-face mode were listening, 
speaking, vocabulary, grammar and pronunciation sections both classes covered in all four 
units. Examination of LMS records showed that CALL sub-modes in both classes were 
listening, speaking, pronunciation, grammar, and vocabulary activities as well as 
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assessments. Both teachers administered end-of-the-unit tests (Achievement tests) in the 
CALL mode. Their rationale was that the class met in the lab two times a week and that it 
made sense to have the test done there (Bill, interview 2, p. 4) especially since it “did not 
take more time away from class” (Grace, interview 2, p. 7). Bill also liked not having to 
make copies of paper tests and having the tests scored for him. Finally, both teachers 
assigned diagnostic assessments, Readiness checks, at the start of each unit. 
 
In addition to activities and assessments, MNSL also contains asynchronous communication 
features (e-mail and discussion board). Neither teacher used the MNSL e-mail system but I 
failed to ask them to explain this choice. Bill did not use the discussion board because he did 
not see it working well with his students due to their lack of dedication and involvement 
(Bill, interview 1, p. 4). Grace used the discussion board on two occasions. Here are her 
comments on the first occasion:  
It was interesting! I think they liked it! I’d like to see them write more. […] Maybe 
that’s just like texting to them. […]  They got into it and posting messages to each 
other. They were real curious to see what the other students wrote and everything. 
(Grace, interview 2, p. 5) 
Grace saw the value of this activity in helping students put more thought into their response 
because they knew everyone would be reading it. 
 
Mode: Hypothetical class  
Based on the analysis of classes A and B, the description of the hypothetical 
listening/speaking class at the lower-intermediate proficiency level can be made.  This 
description is based on similarities and differences between classes A and B. It can be 
concluded that the hypothetical class would meet three times a week in classroom and twice 
in the lab. It was found that the distribution of modes in classes A and B varied depending on 
the number of extra-curricular activities (whether they fell on a class or lab day) and the 
amount of MNSL homework assigned (see Tables 13 and 13a). Due to extra-curricular 
activities, Class A had more face-to-face meetings and spent a total of 1450 min (59% of 
total instructional time) over the ten-week period in this mode while class B spent 1200 min 
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(49%) (see Table 14). The amount of homework in class B did not change the duration of  
CALL mode, while in the case of Class A, CALL mode could take up anywhere from 38% to 
44% of instructional time. In sum, in the hypothetical class the ratio of face-to-face vs. CALL 
mode could fall anywhere from 49%-62% to 38%-51%. When looking at the time 
distribution, the lead mode for class A is face-to-face and class B is CALL (although the 
class B percentages are very close: 49% (face-to-face) and 51% (CALL)). However, 
evidence indicates that class B students did not receive substantial support from the teacher 
in the CALL mode, thus making the case for the face-to-face mode to be designated as the 
lead one.  
 
The examination of sub-modes showed that the hypothetical class would work on listening, 
speaking, pronunciation, grammar, and vocabulary activities in CALL and face-to-face 
modes. Finally, diagnostic and unit assessments would be administered in the CALL mode 
due to their availability and sufficient CALL mode time.  
 
Model of integration 
According to Neumeier (2005), the second parameter - model of integration - consists of 
sequencing of individual modes and level of integration. In this study, sequencing of 
individual modes or the order the modes were put together was determined by the program’s 
schedule because lab and class days had been determined before the semester started. 
Sequencing of activities in different modes can sometimes be based on the degree of 
transactional distance (Neumeier, 2005, p. 170) so, for example, collaborative and individual 
activities can alternate. This rationale was not used in the two classes.  
 
Level of integration refers to the flexibility the students have in deciding to work on certain 
activities so some materials can be made obligatory and some optional. Given the nature of 
blended learning, Neumeier (2005) writes that the face-to-face phases are often obligatory 
while some online activities may not be. Giving learners this flexibility presumes that 
students are autonomous learners who will take responsibility for their own learning. In this 
study, all materials were made obligatory by the instructors and students did not have a 
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choice in choosing which activities to complete. In fact, Bill complained that some students 
were not putting in sufficient effort into the class and that he had to remind them numerous 
times to complete the online work (Bill, interview 2, p. 5-6). It can be speculated that making 
activities optional would not have worked well for class A  because students were not seen as 
autonomous learners by their instructor. A similar view was shared by Grace about her class. 
When asked if class B students are mature enough to be responsible for their own learning, 
she explained: 
A couple of (students) could have studied on their own. Most of them would have just 
goofed off the whole time. […] I think it helps if they have some kind of outcome. If 
they are going to be graded on it, or they have to turn it in. If there is some kind of 
accountability, they can do it themselves. But if you left it open-ended, I don’t think 
they would do it. (Grace, interview 3, p. 1). 
 
In addition to Neumeier’s view of integration, this parameter was also examined from the 
perspective of previous findings in blended learning studies. Since the lack of integration was 
cited as one of the major reasons why blended models failed to work (Stracke, 2007), this 
study carefully investigated how class and online work were connected. First, class and lab 
observations were examined to see if Bill and Grace explicitly made connections between the 
two modes. Then, the teachers were asked to comment on the integration episodes in their 
interviews. 
 
A number of occurrences of the integration theme were found in class A’s data.  
In the class, Bill mentioned that he would be assigning MyNorthStarLab activities for 
homework or lab work and explained when the activities were due. Additionally, he would 
remind the students to check out the feedback he provided on their oral responses. Before the 
class, Bill would look at students’ work in MNSL and if many students made the same 
mistake, he would address the mistake in class. Here are my notes about feedback on a 
MNSL pronunciation activity from the class observation on September 24:  
The class reviews the pronunciation of target vocabulary from the unit. Humorous is 
one of the words from the first question. Teacher: “How do we pronounce this 
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word?” Teacher repeats the pronunciation 3 times. Teacher also reviews the word 
meaning. Then, he calls on individual students to answer the exercise. Teacher: “You 
already did this--you recorded this” […] Teacher writes rely on on the board and 
corrects the student’s pronunciation: relay on is pronounced /relai on/. Sometimes the 
teacher repeats the complete sentence with the target word inserted. He also addresses 
the whole class: “how do we pronounce this word?” and writes emotional on the 
board. “This is the word many of you had trouble with. That was difficult for you 
when you recorded”.  He calls on a student by name. “I remember you had trouble 
with this word”. (Class observation, September 24, p.1) 
Several instances of integration were observed in regards to the progress individual students 
in class A made (Lab observation, September 23; Class observations, October 13 and 
October 20). Bill would make a list of students who did not complete assigned exercises and 
call on them to complete the work. He would also write their names and number of 
incomplete activities on the board. In class on October 13, Bill read the names of students 
who finished homework and praised them for it. Here is what Bill said about these practices: 
In the class the next day, the day after the assignment was due, I’ll mention whether 
there was a good response or whether the students did it or not. Maybe point out who 
did not and remind them that they still have to do it. I’ve tried to stay on the top of 
that in general---to talk about exercises that have not been done to people who have 
not done them. [ …] Because I just don’t like having students not attend to class 
requirements. (Bill, interview 2, p.5-6) 
By giving in-class feedback and monitoring student progress, Bill showed that completing 
online work is an essential part of class requirements and that it is integrated with what is 
being done in the face-to-face mode. 
 
In class B, Grace also connected online and class work but fewer times than Bill. In the 
second interview, Grace could recall only one such occasion: 
In some speaking activities, a lot of (students) were making the same mistake. Then I 
would address it in class after I graded it and saw a lot of them were making the same 
error. I remember it was “giving advice” and they were supposed to use the sentences 
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that were on the screen and use modals for giving advice. And every time there was a 
negative one like “don’t share your pin number” they would always say “you had 
better don’t share”. So I covered that in class. And then in feedback too I said the 
same thing. I thought that was a good thing. It has really been a couple times that I’ve 
really connected the two.  
(Grace, interview 2, p. 10) 
Grace did not see the need to make these connections more often because she believed 
students themselves could see the relationship between the modes. When she listened to their 
responses, students sounded like they knew they were doing and she never got a lot of 
questions about things they did not understand (Grace, interview 3, p. 6). Moreover, students 
were able to use the language from the unit and were transferring what they were learning in 
class to the online activities (Grace, interview 3, p. 6). As shown below, student surveys 
supported Grace’s views that integration could be observed.  
 
Students’ responses to questions about integration were analyzed to see if there was an 
agreement between students and their teachers. Students marked the answers on a Likert 
scale (strongly agree-4, agree-3, disagree-2, strongly disagree-1). Table 15 shows the 
integration questions asked in the second survey and Table 16 questions in the third survey.  
During the survey 3 administration, one student from each class was missing bringing down 
the number of respondents to 15 (class A) and 14 (class B). Number of responses, mean 
scores, and standard deviations are given for each question and each class (please note that 
the values of means and standard deviations should not be taken literally due to the small 
sample size). In the next step of the analysis, the answers to the integration questions were 
combined and the reliability of the scores was given as Cronbach’s alpha. The detailed 
discussion of the quality of survey instruments based on Cronbach’s alpha values was 
provided in the Methods chapter (see the section on Evaluation of measuring instruments). 
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Table 15. Survey 2: Students’ views about the integration of face-to-face and CALL modes 
Survey 2 question Class A Class B 
 N Mean  St Dev N Mean  St Dev 
2-7 MyNorthStarLab 
online activities are 
connected to what we do 
in the classroom. 
16 3.00 0.365 15 3.40 0.507 
2-15 I can see the 
connection between 
MyNorthStarLab online 
activities and NorthStar 
paper textbook.    
16 2.75 0.775 15 2.87 0.834 
2-21 Textbook activities 
are related to 
MyNorthStarLab online 
activities. 
16 3.19 0.403 15 3.07 0.458 
All items 16 2.98 0.514 15 3.11 0.600 
Cronbach’s  
Alpha based on 
standardized items 
  
                  0.313 
                    
                   0.720 
 
Table 16. Survey 3: Students’ views about the integration of face-to-face and CALL modes 
Survey 3 question Class A Class B 
 N Mean  St Dev N Mean  St Dev 
3-3 MyNorthStarLab 
online activities are 
connected to what we do 
in the classroom. 
15 3.27 0.458 14 3.14 0.663 
3-8 I can see the 
connection between 
MyNorthStarLab online 
activities and NorthStar 
paper textbook.    
15 3.13 0.516 14 3.07 0.829 
3-12 Textbook activities 
are related to 
MyNorthStarLab online 
activities. 
15 3.13 0.352 14 3.00 0.679 
All items 15 3.18 0.442 14 3.07 0.724 
Cronbach’s  
Alpha based on 
standardized items 
 
                   0.610 
                   
                   0.860 
 
As can be seen from Table 15, the students in class B could make a connection between 
modes indicated by the range of mean scores from the highest of 3.40 to the lowest of 2.87 in 
survey 2. In survey 3 (Table 16) all mean scores are 3.0 or above and show that the 
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integration could be observed by both classes. Furthermore, in the student focus group, a 
class B student shared that “lab classes are tightly related to regular classes in terms of 
content” (p. 9). Grace’s comments on successfully perceived integration by students 
corroborate class B’s opinions. When Cronbach’s alpha values in survey 2 and 3 were 
examined, it was found that in class B they were relatively high (0.720 and 0.860 
respectively). However, class A’s values were lower (0.610), especially for survey 2 (0.313). 
Some of the reasons could be a slightly lower proficiency level of group A than of group B 
and difficulty in understanding the survey questions (see the section on Evaluation of 
measuring instruments in the Methods chapter for a detailed explanation). 
 
To determine if student views on integration changed over time or remained constant, mean 
scores for questions 2-7 and 3-3, 2-21 and 3-12 were compared. While mean scores for class 
A increased (from question 2-7 to 3-3) or remained almost the same (questions 2-21 and 3-
12), there was a decrease in class B on both pairs of questions. A nonparametric test, 
Wilcoxon rank-sum, was run to see if the differences in means were significant. Wilcoxon 
rank-sum for two related samples was used because questions do not have normal 
distribution necessary for parametric tests and two samples comprise of same students. The 
significance value for pair 2-7 and 3-3 was 0.257 and for pair 2-21 and 3-12 was 0.567. Both 
of these values are higher than 0.05 and thus not statistically significant which indicates that 
students views about connection between online and class activities did differ, but this 
difference was not statistically significant.  
 
Model of integration: Hypothetical class 
The analysis of two classes showed that they had a lot in common and that the hypothetical 
level 3 listening/speaking class in IEOP would be able to observe mode integration. Both 
teachers used online activities to check student individual responses (CALL mode) and in 
case of common errors offered additional feedback in the classroom (face-to-face mode). In 
addition, Bill showed the importance of student work in the CALL mode by calling on 
students in the face-to-face mode and discussing the activities they had/had not completed. It 
can be concluded that in the hypothetical class these instructional practices would help 
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students perceive the integration of modes. Moreover, students would also be able to make 
the connection between the modes. The level of integration rated by students could vary 
based on their level of proficiency and general work effort. These are the areas to take into 
account when measuring the success of mode integration in the future. 
 
Distribution of learning content  
Distribution of learning content and objectives can be implemented in two ways: parallel or 
isolated. Parallel distribution allows a certain language skill to be incorporated and practiced 
in both modes (Neumeier, 2005). In this study, learning content was distributed in the 
parallel way because the online materials offered presentation and practice of the same skills 
as in the textbook and followed the organization of the textbook closely. The availability of 
the Wimba recording feature allowed students to practice speaking and pronunciation, skills 
that are usually difficult to practice online, in the CALL mode. 
 
In cases of parallel distribution, Neumeier (2005) discusses two ways of teaching language 
functions: online presentation and face-to-face practice or face-to-face introduction and 
online practice (p. 171). Both of these patterns were employed by Bill and Grace. 
 
In my notes from Bill’s class observation on September 24, I wrote that students had first 
completed vocabulary and pronunciation activities in the CALL mode. Then, Bill examined 
student recordings and was reviewing the meaning and pronunciation of words in the face-to-
face mode.  In the first interview, Bill explained that he liked students to work on 
pronunciation practice online and that in class he checked how well they learned.  “And some 
of the (students) were really good and some of them struggled a little bit, but that was a 
reflection of how they did on MNSL site” (Bill, interview 1, p.5). Grace followed the same 
presentation-review pattern although less often. For example, in class on October 14, class B 
students reviewed a grammar and pronunciation activity previously completed online.  
 
Bill sometimes reviewed listening activities in class, too. He wanted to make sure students 
could recall information or wanted to offer additional practice. This is Bill’s rationale: 
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I tend to like to review things in class just to make sure that there is some recall 
involved and that they actually learned something as opposed to trying exercises 
again and again, just to get a better score and not really remember what the 
conversation was about or the lecture was about. I like to get some verification in my 
mind that they really did understand it and they do know what the person was talking 
about---that sort of thing. It’s just a little piece of mind for me as opposed to putting 
the whole burden on the site to keep records and things. […] And then there are times 
when I could see that maybe they didn’t understand all that well so it was helpful to 
go over it in class and give them more opportunities just to practice---whether it is a 
pronunciation thing or grammar point or something. (Bill, interview 2, p. 11) 
 
Grace preferred to use the second method: face-to-face introduction and online practice. For 
example, vocabulary was usually introduced in class and then practiced online. Grace 
explained: 
I’m not the one to use the computer to teach new concepts, I want to reinforce them. 
That’s how I approach it myself. I like to cover in class and then give them the 
activity they can work on to reinforce (online). (Grace, interview 2, p. 7) 
 
Teachers also chose how to distribute content based on the type of activities. Early on in each 
unit, Bill liked to cover the online pronunciation activity which was not in the book. This 
exercise contained vocabulary from the unit so he wanted to see how well students could 
repeat and read sentences with target vocabulary. Later in the unit, he would also assign the 
longer online pronunciation activity (Bill, interview 1, p. 4).  
 
Each textbook unit included final speaking activities which synthesized the knowledge and 
skills from that unit. Bill saw these activities as “beneficial and interesting” (Bill, interview 
3, p. 14) because they provided speaking practice through group work, role play, and 
discussions. Creating an advertisement was the speaking activity from Unit 1. Bill felt 
students did not do well with this activity due to difficulty of working in groups and lack of 
motivation and effort:  
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It didn’t go very well, unfortunately. I wasn’t very optimistic ahead of time and my 
fears proved to be correct. It’s hard to get them to work in groups or pairs. They act 
bored, use Chinese half the time. I have to really stay on the top of them and go 
around and maybe provide feedback, model things, give them an example of what 
I’m looking for although it is already provided. But still they get in groups and act if 
they have no idea what they are supposed to do. (Bill, interview 2, p. 8)  
I observed the preparation for this activity and wrote the following in my notes (Class 
observation, October 5)”: “It is the end of the class and groups did not make a lot of progress. 
It took twenty minutes to explain instructions and divide into groups. Most of the groups 
were just discussing ideas or thinking”. For the above mentioned reasons, Bill skipped the 
other final speaking activities from the book and in the third unit replaced those with a role 
play on roommates he created himself. Bill told me he wanted to change the pace of the class 
and try an activity which had worked well for his classes in the past. This is his account of 
student performance in roommate role play: 
There were a couple of entertaining role plays where some thought was involved and 
they really did try to demonstrate the realistic emotions for that kind of situation. And 
I appreciated that and I told them about that. And there were other cases where they 
just weren’t really well prepared, so there were a couple of good ones but mostly not 
so good. (Bill, interview 3, p. 13) 
My observation of this activity confirms that some pairs performed better than others (Class 
observation, November 10). Overall, I noticed that pairs spoke mainly in their native 
language during the preparation stage although Bill insisted on them using English. Several 
students were not motivated to work on the task in English, which in turn limited what could 
be accomplished in class. In sum, it appears that for class A, distribution of speaking 
activities depended a lot on the students. Bill speculated that “with a different group of 
students or with a few different students in class, (speaking activities) could be a lot of fun” 
(Bill, interview 2, p. 8). 
 
In class B, type of activities influenced content distribution in the following way. In class, 
Grace covered vocabulary building activities at the beginning of the unit and later listening 
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exercises because both were referred to throughout the unit. She wanted to make sure 
students understood them (Grace, interview 2, p. 8). She also tried not to spend a lot of class 
time on grammar activities or tended to cover them faster; she would “make sure they are 
doing it right and let them practice the rest online” (Grace, interview 2, p. 3). 
 
Just as Bill, Grace liked final speaking activities (Grace, interview 2, p. 3, p.8) which allowed 
her to see if students made all the connections. In class, she would prepare students for doing 
online speaking exercises:  
In the classroom, when we are doing speaking, I like to be helping them more and 
giving them more support and scaffolding. Then they can go to the lab and do the 
speaking part on the Internet and they have already had the preparation for that. I like 
to build up to the speaking things they do on the Internet.  (Grace, interview 2, p. 3) 
 
Class B completed final speaking activities at the end of each unit. However, at the start of 
the semester, class discussions did not go that smoothly:  
It was difficult to do group discussions at first. They would all just sit there. It goes 
back to me because I have not given them enough preparation. I think now that I’m 
taking the time to prepare them, they are doing better. There are always a few people 
that are not doing well as others, but I think for the most part they are doing better. 
(Grace, interview 2, p. 9) 
Bill complained about group work difficulties with his class, too. According to Grace, she 
should have provided better preparation for this type of work. Unlike Bill’s, Grace’s students 
seemed to have improved as the semester progressed because group speaking activities 
worked better later in the semester than at the beginning according to Grace’s interviews and 
my class observations. Here is what Grace said about advertisement (unit 1 activity) and role 
play (unit 2 activity):  
I think they’ve done really well. I’ve been impressed with what the students have 
come up with. They’ve been using the stuff from the unit, most of them, anyway. 
Overall, I think maybe the ad was more interesting to them, so they’ve put more 
effort into that. (Grace, interview 2, p. 8) 
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I observed both of these speaking activities in class B. In lab on September 28, students were 
divided into four groups and worked on creating their own advertisement. They seemed to 
understand instructions and started working on the task right away. Some of the planning was 
done in their native language but Grace did not react to that. When Grace approached, the 
group would start speaking English. All groups wrote their scripts and rehearsed at least once 
before performing in front of the class. Some groups showed the script to Grace or rehearsed 
in front of her. According to my notes, students had a lot of fun listening to ads and took an 
active part in rating each of them. I share Grace’s opinion that the class went very well.  
 
The second speaking activity was observed on October 19. Students were divided into three 
groups of three and had to write a role play on identity theft. Just as in the previous 
observation, some students spoke Chinese but wrote their outlines and rehearsed in English. I 
noted that their performances included new vocabulary from the unit and that their language 
was correct most of the time. Overall, the students seemed to have mastered the content of 
the unit well. In conclusion, as in case of class A, class B showed that students did contribute 
to the distribution of content across the modes but that the teacher also played a role in 
preparing students for completing language tasks. 
   
Distribution of learning content: Hypothetical class 
In the hypothetical listening/speaking lower-intermediate level blended learning class in 
IEOP, learning content would be distributed in a parallel way because all skills could be 
practiced in both modes. Speaking and pronunciation activities usually restricted to the face-
to-face mode in the past (Adair-Hauck et al., 1999) were made possible due to the Wimba 
recording feature in MNSL. Parallel distribution allowed online presentation and in-class 
review/practice as well as in-class presentation and online practice. Class A usually 
completed vocabulary-pronunciation and listening activities online and then reviewed them 
in class so Bill could check students understanding. Grace preferred to introduce vocabulary 
and do listening in class and then let students practice on the computer. These teachers’ 
experience shows how versatile the hypothetical blended learning class could be when it 
comes to the distribution of content. 
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In the hypothetical class, choice of materials would also depend on the type of activities. For 
example, Bill always assigned online pronunciation activities because they were not in the 
textbook while Grace saved in-class time by having students complete grammar activities 
online and briefly covering them in class.  
 
Based on the feedback from Bill and Grace, it could be speculated that the teacher of the 
hypothetical class would value culminating speaking activities from the book and would 
want students to practice speaking in class. Bill and Grace had different levels of success 
with face-to-face speaking activities, which they attributed to students’ unfamiliarity with 
group work, initial insufficient preparation for the activity, and student lack of motivation. In 
sum, in this setting, it appears that both teachers and students would contribute to the 
distribution of materials in the hypothetical class. 
 
Language teaching methods  
According to Neumeier (2005), when examining teaching methods in blended learning 
environments it is important to look at three main sources of influence: online materials, the 
online tutor, and the face-to-face teacher (p. 172). I would argue that in addition to online 
materials, it is also important to examine the nature of printed materials. In this study, the 
online tutor and the in-class teacher represent the same person, so online and paper material 
and teachers’ beliefs and experiences will be discussed in relation to the choice of teaching 
methods. 
 
In the very first interview Bill was asked about the type of teaching materials that have the 
highest pedagogical value. This is his opinion: 
I like materials that have connections to reality to what the students are dealing with 
on a daily basis, functional-based things that they can utilize in their daily lives. […] 
Things that allow them to more easily grasp it because they see some relevance to 
what they are doing or see some relevance to what they need. (Teacher interview 1, 
pilot study, p. 3) 
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Grace was asked the same question and responded in the similar way: 
I would say to work towards an interactive activity where (students) are using the 
skill in a real-life situation and having to transfer it over from a book exercise to a 
real-life situation. (Grace, interview 1, p. 3) 
As can be seen, both teachers stressed the connection between instructional and real-life tasks 
and wanted students to use the skills learned in the classroom and apply them to situations 
outside of class. 
 
Examination of the publisher’s description of materials shows that they were created based 
on premises both teachers value. In the Welcome to NorthStar section of the textbook, the 
authors describe the content as “authentic and engaging” and “linking students to language 
use outside of the classroom”. Moreover, the authors claim that “tasks and topics 1) allow 
teachers to bring the outside world into the classroom and 2) motivate students to apply their 
classroom learning in the outside world” (Solorzano & Schmidt, 2009, p. v). It appears that 
there was a good match between teachers’ views of pedagogically-sound materials and the 
materials their classes used that semester. 
 
At the end of the semester, I asked Bill and Grace to comment on the materials again. Bill 
liked the variety of exercises in MNSL which “further build skills that textbook exercises 
attempt to work on” (Bill, interview 3, p. 9). Grace thought there were “a very good variety 
of activities that increased in difficulty. (Students) start from listening and repeating what 
they hear all the way up to having a discussion about certain topics” (Grace, interview 3, p. 
9). It seems that Bill and Grace appreciated the variety and structure of exercises, which were 
listed as the principles of the NorthStar approach. Solorzano and Schmidt (2009) wrote that 
NorthStar offers “creative, active, and varied tasks” as well as “a structured approach for 
more extended and creative oral practice” (p. iv). Again, it can be concluded that the 
materials had qualities that corresponded to the qualities teachers were looking for. 
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To get familiar with their teaching philosophies, I asked Bill and Grace to comment on 
teaching methods they were using. Bill explained his approach in the first pilot interview: 
As far as methods, it is, of course, very communicative. I try to engage the students 
actively and try to get everybody actively involved in classes. I try to create a non-
threatening, or comfortable atmosphere in the class to try, try to encourage them to feel 
relaxed and more comfortable, and thus, more willing to contribute to the class, to 
participate, to try even though I know it’s not an easy thing for them to do but… if they 
feel comfortable they seem to be more likely to at least give it a try. […] I utilize the 
standard practices I guess that most teachers in my professions do. You know, group 
work, or pair work. (Teacher interview 1, pilot study, p. 2) 
  
While doing classroom observations during the pilot, I felt that Bill really created a 
comfortable atmosphere and was actively engaged with students (Teacher interview 1, pilot 
study, p. 3). In my opinion, the same qualities were characteristic of Bill’s teaching of class 
A. For example, I observed that small talk would take place often at the beginning of the 
period. For example, Bill usually introduced a cultural topic (Chinese National Day and how 
it is celebrated in China, Thanksgiving celebration in the USA) and was eager to get 
students’ ideas and opinions. Bill also tried to put students in pairs and groups but he often 
did not get the response he desired (see the discussion in the earlier section on Distribution of 
learning content and the following section Interactional patterns in this chapter). 
 
When I asked Grace about teaching methods she was employing, she explained she does not 
know specific terminology and described what she was doing:  
I think it is good to set up and do the same thing. The students know what to expect 
and what is coming up next. Each semester I figure out what the routine is going to 
be, structure is going to be, and follow that. […] When I do activities, I try to go from 
more-structured activities to less-structured. They start with more prompts and end up 
with more free-flowing speech or writing. (Grace, interview 1, p. 2) 
My lab observation on October 6 indicates that class B got into a routine early in the 
semester. When I came to the lab before the class officially started and Grace had not arrived 
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yet, I observed students already working on online activities. Grace was very impressed with 
students’ behavior and praised students for it (Grace, interview 2, p. 10; Lab observation, 
October 6). Additionally, I observed that Grace followed more- structured to less-structured 
approach to activities. Each unit ended with productive activities where students were using 
vocabulary, grammar, and structure from the unit in creative ways (Class observations, 
September 28, October 19). As discussed previously, the book’s approach matched Grace’s 
approach to structuring instruction and helped her apply her teaching philosophy to her 
teaching practice.  
  
Language teaching methods: Hypothetical class 
The analysis of teaching methods in the hypothetical class is based on the examination of 
teaching materials and teaching philosophies. Based on the discussion and observation of 
teaching methods used in classes A and B, the teacher of the hypothetical class would value 
the correspondence between instructional and real-life tasks. According to NorthStar authors, 
the online and paper materials were created to accomplish this correspondence. In particular, 
Bill and Grace praised the variety and structure of materials. This indicates a good match 
between teachers’ beliefs and materials design approach in the two classes. This could be the 
case in the hypothetical class, too. 
 
Teaching methods in this class could be described as communicative (as in case of class A) 
and routine-oriented (class B). Bill worked on building a comfortable atmosphere in his class 
and engaging students while Grace stressed the introduction of a consistent schedule early 
on. Both teachers managed to establish these procedures as shown in class and lab 
observations.  
 
Involvement of learning subjects  
There are three components Neumeier (2005) discusses under the fifth parameter, 
involvement of learning subjects: interactional patterns, participant roles, and level of learner 
autonomy. Learner autonomy was discussed in the section on Integration in this chapter and 
interactional patterns and participant roles will be analyzed here. 
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Interactional patterns  
Interactional patterns are determined based on the form of communication between the 
individuals involved in the learning process (Neumeier, 2005). She writes that the CALL 
mode adds an important agent, the computer, to the communication process. In this study, 
several different types of interactional patterns were observed in each mode (Table 17). Due 
to the overlap between some patterns, Neumeier’s categorization was not used although some 
patterns were adopted from her list (p. 173). Teacher to student, student to teacher, student to 
student in pair work, student to students in group work, and teacher to students in pair/group 
work were types observed in the face-to-face mode while student to teacher through the 
computer, teacher to student through the computer, student to computer, computer to student, 
and student to student through the computer were types seen in the CALL mode.  
 
Table 17. Interactional patterns observed in this study by mode  
Face-to-face Mode CALL Mode 
Teacher to student Student to teacher through the computer 
Student to teacher Teacher to student through the computer 
Student to student in pair work Student to computer 
Student to students in group work Computer to student 
Teacher to students in pair/group 
work 
Student to student through the computer 
 
In the face to face mode in the pilot study, the analysis of observations revealed that 
interactional patterns in Bill’s class were mainly teacher to individual student. The notes 
from the second pilot classroom observation show this:  
The instructor directs the question to the whole class, and then calls on individual students 
to answer. He reads the question and calls the name. He then comments on what they have 
said or repeats their answer if he thinks other have not heard it. 
(Second classroom observation, September 23, p. 2)  
The same interactional pattern was noted during the third pilot classroom observation -- the 
question directed to the whole class would be rarely answered by a volunteer and Bill usually 
had to call on a student to answer. The same teacher-student, student-teacher pattern 
continued to be observed in this study (Class observations, October 5, October 20, and 
October 29). For example, when working on a listening activity in unit 2, Bill called on 
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individual students by name to answer questions from the book. On two occasions during 
that class, student 105 supplied an answer without being called on, which was a rather rare 
occasion (Class observation, October 13). I also noted that Bill tried to involve the students 
who did not seem engaged by calling on them (Class observation, October 29). 
 
In Bill’s class, out of six class observations made, pair work was present on one occasion 
(Class observation, November 10) while group work took place on two occasions (Class 
observations, October 5 and October 20). When students were working in pairs and groups, 
Bill circulated around the classroom, listened to students, and prompted them to continue 
working on the task (Class observations, October 5, October 20, and November 10). In the 
second interview, Bill explained that he was able to assist students during pair and group 
work: 
I’m able to navigate the room and if I have them working on something in pairs or in 
small groups, I’ll go around and make sure that they are doing what they are supposed 
to do and provide some feedback. (Bill, interview 2, p. 7) 
Bill’s active involvement with students represents another interactional pattern: teacher to 
students in pair/group work. 
 
Bill wished more pair and group work could be done but it was difficult to have students 
focused because they were not a particularly motivated group (Bill, interview 1, p. 3; 
Interview 2, p. 7). Bill remembered his dissatisfaction with the outcome of pair work on 
November 10:  
More often than not I’ve been disappointed with this class. There were few instances 
where I thought “way to go guys, good job, thanks everybody”. It’s been a frustrating 
experience that could have gone much better than it did. (Bill, interview 3, p. 13) 
According to Bill, there were three reasons why pair and group work were not successful: 
I think it is just apathy. They don’t care to do it. […] Maybe in China, we can guess, 
group work probably does not happen. […] It’s hard to imagine in a typical class in 
China that they are paired up discussing things and sharing their observations. I don’t 
see that as being normal. There could be a little bit of resistance to this because it had 
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never been done prior to coming here. I tried to mix students as opposed to those that 
are sitting near one another all the time. They could be resistant to that, too, because 
maybe they don’t particularly like to work with that person, who knows.  It’s 
disappointing. (Bill, interview 2, p. 9) 
As this excerpt shows, Bill saw students’ lack of motivation, lack of previous experience 
with this kind of instructional method, and personal preferences as reasons hindering more 
substantial student-to-student interaction. Bill was convinced that the student factor was the 
determining one and that better results could be obtained with a different class: 
I’d be much more confident putting them into the groups and having them actually 
work on things where now I’ll reluctantly say to myself--this really won’t work. It 
would be a waste of time and I’d get frustrated. Just skip it. (Bill, interview 2, p. 13) 
 
Instances of teacher to individual student pattern were also observed in class B (Grace, class 
observations, October 7 and October 14). For example, on the class observation sheet on 
September 21, I wrote that Grace made sure every student would participate by calling 
students by name to complete Integrate Listening 1 and 2 activity in Unit 1. Teacher to whole 
class pattern was also observed on the same occasion when Grace posed a question but 
waited for a volunteer to answer. On a number of occasions, students would supply an 
answer to a question directed to the whole class (Grace, class observations, September 21, 
October 7, October 14, November 2, and November 13).  
 
Class B practiced pair or group work every time a classroom observation was done. There 
were six instances of pair work on five occasions (Class observations, September 21, 
September 25 (two instances), October 7, October 14, and November 2) and six instances of 
group work on six occasions (Class observations, September 21, September 28, October 14, 
October 19, November 2, and November 13). Group work on September 28 and October 19 
took entire class periods. Here is Grace’s rationale for using pair and group work frequently:  
I think it’s good because it gives them a chance to talk and it is not as scary as talking 
in front of the whole class. Then I like to walk around and listen to them and see how 
they’re doing. I know in my own language learning I like that time, too…where you 
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can process and practice. There’s really no pressure except when the teacher walks up 
and starts listening. (Grace, interview 2, p. 9) 
Just like Bill, Grace went around the classroom, listened to students, and offered feedback 
and praise for good performance when students worked in pairs and groups. This teacher to 
students in pair/group work pattern was seen on a number of occasions (Grace, class 
observations, September 21, September 25, September 28, October 7, October 19, November 
2, and November 13). After students would finish, Grace would call on one member from 
each pair/group to check as a class because she wanted students to hear each other’s ideas 
and hold them accountable for what they were practicing (Grace, interview 2, p. 9).   
 
Based on the frequency of pair and group work, it appears that class B had higher levels of 
student to student interaction than class A. The issues Bill brought up as impeding this type 
of communication seem not to have affected class B students who also came from the same 
instructional culture where pair and group work may not have been practiced often. These 
differences in interactional patterns could be attributed to students and their level of 
motivation. For example, Grace shared that for some of her students seeing the icon of the 
red clock in the calendar in MNSL (sign that an activity was late) was enough motivation 
while some students needed a lot of reminding and pushing to complete their work (Grace, 
interview 3, p. 1-2). She shared:  
I have a few students that don’t understand much what is going on in class. When 
they come and do internet activities, they have a hard time. Or they don’t come to 
class a lot. […] There are a few that always look confused and have to ask their 
classmates what is going on. When I put them in groups, they don’t have much to say. 
There are 2 or 3 of those. (Grace, interview 2, p. 11) 
Bill also had several hard-working students (students 113, 101, 104 (Bill, interview 2, p. 2, p. 
12-13)), but most of the students did not seem to put in sufficient effort. This is how Bill 
described motivation of his students: 
Unfortunately, in my class there are a number of people who have never really 
exhibited much of a desire to do anything successfully or unsuccessfully. But I do 
have…half the class is pretty good at trying to put some effort into their work. It does 
105 
 
not mean they do it successfully every time, but at least I can tell that the effort is 
there. (Bill, interview 2, p. 7) 
As the data suggest, both teachers had highly and poorly motivated students but Bill seemed 
to have a much larger number of weak performers who may have affected the overall class 
motivation and consequently interactional patterns. Finally, an additional factor influencing 
interaction may have been the teacher. For example, a recurrent teacher-student interaction 
pattern was observed with two different groups of students in Bill’s classes (in the pilot and 
in this study) which could indicate teacher’s factor. Unfortunately, this issue was not probed 
deeper in teacher interviews. 
 
In the CALL mode, teachers and students could communicate in speaking, pronunciation and 
some listening activities where students recorded their voices and teachers gave feedback on 
their work. The feedback could be written and oral and both Bill and Grace chose to provide 
written feedback. Teacher and student views on communication in these activities are 
presented in the section on Relative advantage (Innovation attributes) in this chapter. Other 
interactional patterns observed were student to computer and computer to student. Students 
could input text or make selections by clicking and dragging and dropping objects in 
different kind of activities. The computer provided immediate feedback and scoring for 
vocabulary, grammar, and most listening activities (see the section on Materials in the 
Methods chapter). Student-to-student through the computer was the least common type of 
interaction and was only observed in class B on two occasions. Class B students used 
asynchronous discussion board to post written messages while Bill did not see his students as 
motivated enough to engage in this type of communication. More detailed discussion of this 
interactional pattern is given in the section on Mode in this chapter.  
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Participant roles 
Another characteristic of participant involvement is teacher and learner roles.  Neumeier 
(2005) borrows the following definition of roles from Lam and Lawrence “a role can be 
defined as what one does or is expected to do in a given environment” (p. 174). In a blended 
learning environment, Neumeier continues, participants assume a wider variety of roles than 
in the environment limited to one mode. 
 
When Bill was asked about his role in the classroom, he used the terms “teacher and 
instructor” (Bill, interview 2, p. 7).  For Bill, the classroom represented a more traditional 
setting than the lab. In the lab he was “monitor, facilitator, and helper” (Bill, interview 2, p. 
6). During the lab observation on October 23, I made a note that Bill was acting as a 
facilitator, going around and helping individual students. Bill elaborated on his lab role in the 
second interview: 
I’m not a person who goes into the lab, tells them what to do, and sits down at the 
computer and plays around. […] I’m just a very active teacher. I just like to go around 
and make sure that everybody understands a particular exercise. I’m comfortable 
doing that. (Bill, interview 2, p. 7) 
 
A part of Bill’s active role was giving a lot of feedback to students while they were in the lab. 
Bill would go around, talk to individual students and would sometimes address the whole 
class if there was a common mistake he wanted students to pay attention to: 
I walked up behind some students when I know they are recording sentences in 
pronunciation activities and I’ll say “I think you missed that word, go back and do it 
again”. Again, why not tell them right away if I’m there and I can give them some 
feedback at that time and let them go back and try it again. And they’ll do it. They’ll 
record right over. Or if I see that something is not being done the right way and I can 
catch it, I’ll certainly bring it to their attention.  If I see the trend developing, I’ll stop 
the class and tell everyone about it. (Bill, interview 2, p. 6) 
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Grace believed that her roles in two modes were different. In the classroom she was more 
“front-centered, up there to give them information, and lead them in practicing” (Grace, 
interview 2, p. 12). The classroom was the place where she was “teaching the new 
information” (Grace, interview 2, p. 12). The terms teacher and instructor that Bill used to 
describe his role in this mode could be used for Grace as well. 
 
In the lab, Grace would “step back more” and let students do independent work (Grace, 
interview 2, p. 12): 
Students come in (to the lab) and do their assignments. I leave them alone. I don’t 
want to interrupt them much. I just walk around and see what they are doing. […] The 
lab is where they are practicing on their own and I’m just giving them feedback on 
what they have done. (Grace, interview 2, p. 12) 
Unlike Bill, Grace did not give a lot of feedback to students in the lab. When she wanted to 
communicate something, she would approach individual students. Here is her explanation: 
I think I look at the lab time as their individual time to reinforce what they’ve been 
working on in class. […] I also think it is difficult to give too much instruction in the 
computer lab because I feel I cannot get all their attention. It takes a lot of effort. If I 
have something I need to tell them, it is difficult to get them to listen to me. If I have 
something I need to tell some of them, I go around and tell them individually to keep 
the rest working and not to get the whole class’ attention. (Grace, interview 2, p. 9-
10) 
While Bill was comfortable and successful at interrupting students to make class 
announcements in the lab, Grace thought it required a lot of effort and preferred not to do it. 
This, in turn, influenced the amount of feedback students received from her in the lab. 
 
Both instructors were asked about students’ role in the interviews.  According to Bill, the 
students who benefit the most from the lab were serious and made an effort to do well on 
exercises (Bill, interview 2, p. 7). Grace was of a similar opinion: students who succeed 
“come to class every day, they practice in class and do well in the lab. The ones that can 
make the connections (between class and lab) and understand what we are doing” (Grace, 
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interview 3, p. 11). As these comments show, student effort, regular attendance, and diligent 
class and lab work were seen as important factors in student success in the blended 
environment by their teachers.  
 
Involvement of learning subjects: Hypothetical class 
There are a number of interactional patterns that could be expected in the hypothetical 
listening/speaking lower-intermediate level blended learning class. The analysis of 
interaction in classes A and B revealed that in the face-to-face mode the teacher interacted 
with the individual student, the whole class, and students in pair/group work, while the 
student interacted with the teacher and finally with other student(s) in pair and group work. 
In class A, Bill would usually call on a student by name when he wanted the student to 
participate because students rarely supplied answers themselves. In class B, Grace also called 
students by name but also left it open to anyone in the class to answer. In the latter case, her 
students would often volunteer answers. Both teachers offered individual attention to 
students by being actively engaged during their pair and group work. Like Bill and Grace, the 
hypothetical blended learning class teacher could use a variety of interactional patterns. 
 
The level of pair and group interaction differed in two classes from three instances in six 
class observations (class A) to twelve instances in eight class observations (class B). This 
indicates that in the hypothetical class, the amount to student-to-student interaction could 
vary. According to Bill, it was the students who determined how much pair and group work 
could be done. He believed most of his students lacked motivation to engage in pair and 
group work in addition to not being accustomed to this type of classroom interaction. Just 
like Grace, Bill had stronger and weaker performers, but weaker performers seemed to 
constitute a majority in his class. The hypothetical class would probably have a similar 
student body. While students do influence the amount and type of classroom interaction, it is 
also important to examine other factors such as the teacher. Teacher influence surely 
warrants more investigation in future research on interactional patterns in the face-to-face 
mode. 
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In the CALL mode of the hypothetical class, student and teacher interactions would be done 
through the computer. Students would do exercises in MNSL and the teacher would respond 
to student work. In addition, in machine-graded activities the computer would offer feedback 
to students. Student to student through the computer pattern represented by asynchronous 
text chat was not very frequent in class B and was not observed in class A, so this pattern 
may not be exhibited often in the hypothetical class. 
 
In the hypothetical blended learning class the teacher would take on a variety of roles. This 
corroborates Neumeier’s claim (2005) that blended learning environments are more diverse 
in terms of participant roles than single mode environments. Bill and Grace’s roles in the 
classroom were that of teacher and instructor because they were leading the class and 
transferring information to students. In the lab, Grace was mainly a monitor who let students 
do independent work. Bill was a facilitator who would supply feedback on the spot and 
sometimes explain a common mistake to the whole class. Overall, the teacher of the 
hypothetical class could be teaching, monitoring and facilitating learning in different modes. 
To do well in the blended learning class, students would need to be serious, attend regularly, 
work hard, and make connections between two modes. These are the qualities Bill and Grace 
saw in their successful students. 
 
Location  
The last parameter on Neumeier’s list (2005) is the location where learning takes place. 
Classroom and computer lab represent two locations where learning was observed. Classes 
met in the classroom three times a week and in the computer lab twice a week.  When 
teachers were asked about the class schedule, they had different preferences. Bill liked 
having two lab days a week and preferred this schedule to meeting once a week in the lab 
during the pilot (Bill, interview 1, p. 1). His preference for two lab days remained unchanged 
during the semester (Bill, interview 3, p. 6) and he felt he would like to keep the same 
schedule in the future.  Bill explained his preference: 
I like having the lab time because it ensured that students were doing what they were 
supposed to do. […] I appreciate having it two days in the lab because so much of the 
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material is MNSL-based. […] Also, it largely erased the issue that some students had 
recording their voice at home because they didn’t have a microphone or it did not 
work well. If you know that the lab computers are set up properly and students can 
easily record, then that is a problem avoided. […] This allows you again to complete 
things that might not otherwise get completed. (Bill, interview 3, p. 6) 
Availability of the lab allowed Bill to cover more material while not having to worry about 
technical difficulties that could prevent some students from completing work at home. 
 
On the other hand, Grace expressed a preference for one lab meeting a week: 
I feel like two days in the lab may be too much. It might be better to have one day in 
the lab for listening-internet activities. I think it is important to spend time on 
speaking in class. Because […] that is the only place where I can teach them speaking 
skills, whereas they can do listening on their computer for homework or in the lab. 
(Grace, interview 2, p. 2)  
An additional reason is that Grace felt she did not have enough time in the classroom and 
often felt rushed (Grace, interview 2, p. 3). At the end of the semester Grace shared she still 
preferred the schedule with lab meetings once a week, which she would like to keep for the 
next semester (Grace, interview 3, p. 1). 
 
The space outside of the computer lab where students worked on MNSL materials were 
student homes. While students themselves supplied the time spent doing homework in 
MNSL, they were not surveyed about time on textbook homework nor other possible 
locations for access to the CALL mode (for instance, library). 
  
As discussed in the section on Mode in this chapter, Class A spent 1450 min in the classroom 
and 800 min in the lab (see Table 14 in the same section). If it is assumed that students 
worked on homework only at home, this is where they spent 216.225 min on average (range 
89-350 min). In case of class B, classroom time was 1200 min and lab time 1050 min. The 
average time spent at home was 200.75min (range 193-215 min). These data indicate that for 
classes A and B, classroom was the most frequently used location followed by the computer 
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lab and student homes. However, these data need to be interpreted carefully because 
information on textbook homework done at home was not elicited. It can be speculated that if 
elicited the amount of time spent at home would be higher but it is questionable whether it 
would change the frequency of location use. For the explanation about the amount of 
textbook homework assigned see the section on Mode.  
 
Student survey 2 asked about student preferences regarding the access to the CALL mode. 
The great majority of students in class A (88%) liked working on online activities in the lab 
(see Table 18, question 2-3). Similarly, most of the students liked doing the activities outside 
of the lab (69%, question 2-4). Students also liked to have access to MNSL in both modes 
because 56% would not like to have it available only for homework (question 2-5). A smaller 
group (44%) would prefer to work on activities for homework only (question 2-5). For 
example, in survey 2 student 108 wrote that he liked to do homework in the textbook and not 
online.  Another classmate (116) commented that he did not like to do MNSL in the 
computer lab. These results show that the access to the CALL mode may be a matter of 
personal preference for many students.  
 
Eighty percent of students in class B reported liking to work in the computer lab and 53% 
outside of class (see Table 18, question 2-3). There is no clear majority regarding the work 
and preference for homework outside of the lab with 53% supporting these views and 47% 
opposing them (question 2-4). For instance, student 205 commented in survey 2, “I’d prefer 
to have the work online as homework instead of in-class work”.  
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Table 18. Students’ views about the access to the CALL mode (in percentages) 
 Class A (N=16) Class B (N=15) 
Survey 2 question 
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2-3 I like to work on 
MyNorthStarLab online 
activities in the 
computer lab. 
6 82 6 6 13 67 13 7 
2-4 I like to work on 
MyNorthStarLab online 
activities outside of the 
computer lab. 
13 56 31 0 0 53 40 7 
2-5 I prefer to work on 
MyNorthStarLab online 
activities for homework 
and not during class 
time. 
13 31 50 6 20 33 47 0 
 
In sum, the majority of student participants in both classes liked to work on MNSL in the 
computer lab. Also, the majority liked to work outside of lab. This indicates that both 
locations were seen as favorable for learning to take place. Finally, the opinions about the 
homework are split between classes with 44% of class A wanting to work on homework 
outside of class. Class B students appear to be more self-directed than students in class A 
because 53% would like to work on MNSL for homework and would not need lab time. 
Again, it appears that the preferred location for learning may be a matter of personal 
preference for these students.  
 
Location: Hypothetical class 
There are at least three locations where learning in the hypothetical class would take place: 
classroom, computer lab, and student homes. The schedule of two lab and three class 
meetings a week may or may not work for hypothetical class instructors depending on their 
teaching style and preferences for certain instructional activities. Therefore, instructors’ input 
should be sought when scheduling blended learning classes. 
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Based on the amount of time classes A and B spent at each location, classroom would be the 
most frequently used physical space followed by the computer lab and student homes. The 
frequency of location use may change depending on amount of textbook homework assigned. 
To get information about other locations where learning could take place, future studies 
should obtain student feedback in addition to looking at technologies other than computers 
(for instance, mobile phones) that make blended learning possible. 
 
In this study, surveys showed that students liked to work on CALL activities both in the 
computer lab and for homework and that the preferred location for access to online activities 
varied from student to student. It can be concluded that the hypothetical class would see all 
three locations as valuable learning environments, which is what gives blended learning its 
flexibility. 
Research question 2: Innovation 
The first part of the second research question examined whether technology-enhanced 
blended learning with MyNorthStarLab was seen as an innovation. The data were collected 
from three interviews with each teacher, student survey one, and the student focus group. The 
first step in the analysis was to determine if the participants saw the use of MNSL in their 
blended learning class as an innovative practice. Two definitions of innovation were used 
(Rogers, 2003; Markee, 1997). According to Rogers, innovation is “an idea, practice, or 
object that is perceived as new by an individual or other unit of adoption” (2003, p. 12). 
Markee defines innovation as “a managed process of development whose principal products 
are teaching (and/or testing) materials, methodological skills, and pedagogical values that are 
perceived as new by potential adopters” (p. 46). Discussion of teachers’ experience is given 
first followed by students’ opinions. 
 
  
114 
 
Teachers: Bill and Grace 
In the first pilot interview, Bill was asked about the familiarity with the LMS and online 
materials. He explained that the LMS was a new technology for him when he first used it in 
the three-week pilot program in Spring 08. In the same interview, Bill talked about his 
unfamiliarity with LMSs which are common in other ISU classes - WebCT and Moodle: 
I hear about different teaching tools that are utilized today that I’m not familiar with-- 
WebCT or Moodle. I hear these terms and I really don’t know what they are. I’ve never 
been in a position to need them. I don’t know how they are utilized in class. Classroom 
management techniques, tools-- I don’t know anything about those.  
(Bill, pilot interview 1, p. 5) 
 
Before the start of the study, I asked Grace about her previous LMS use. In an e-mail, Grace 
wrote that she had never used a system like that previously (personal communication, May 7, 
2009). Later in the first interview, Grace confirmed LMSs and MyNorthStarLab were a new 
technology for her (Grace, interview 1, p. 7-8). Participation in this project gave Grace a 
chance to experience the LMS as a teacher while she was also a student in the Chinese class 
that used WebCT the same semester.  
 
Bill and Grace’s responses show that the LMS constituted an innovation for both of them 
according to Rogers’ definition. The same responses indicate that the teachers had not seen 
or used materials in MNSL before their exposure to the LMS, so the first principal product of 
the innovation according to Markee’s definition was found. 
 
I started inquiring about the second product of the innovation, novelty of methodological 
skills used in the blended learning class, at the beginning of the pilot study with Bill. I first 
wanted to see whether teaching methods would be different from the past and if so, what 
would be new about them. In the first pilot interview, Bill was not sure if his teaching 
methods would change but did not anticipate he would instruct the class any differently than 
in the past (Bill, pilot interview 1, p. 10). The four class observations I made showed the 
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classes were conducted in a similar fashion, thus confirming unchanging instructional 
practices. At the end of the pilot, Bill did not envision new teaching practices in the future. 
Maja: If you were to teach this class, the same class again, would you make any 
changes to the class organization, online activities, lab meetings, or teaching 
methods? 
Bill: I probably wouldn’t change too much. Because I think everything has worked 
out fairly well. […] I don’t envision changing things up dramatically. (Bill, pilot 
interview 2, p. 12) 
 
At the beginning of the present study, Bill was asked to compare his teaching methods to 
those in the pilot blended learning class: 
I can’t think of any big differences. No, I’m not aware of pursuing it in a different 
way. I’m just more familiar with the material, that’s all. That makes it easier for me. I 
don’t have to consult the teacher’s guide. (Bill, interview 1, p. 3) 
In the same interview, Bill could not see how his instruction in this study would be different. 
The only difference was the amount of material he wanted the class to cover. Bill explained:  
At this point, we are still in unit one, I don’t have in mind a different approach. I may 
try a little harder to push them to complete things on time so we can make a little bit 
more progress. I would like to get through 5-6 units in the book. Getting through the 
whole book is out of the question (Bill, interview 1, p. 3-4). 
The faster pace of instruction Bill planned did not occur because the class managed to cover 
four units. The amount of material covered may not by itself indicate a change in 
methodological skills. The only change Bill brought up at the end of the study was more lab 
meetings than in the pilot which allowed him to “monitor more what students were doing, 
and how they were doing”, plan achievement tests easier, and provide more assistance to 
students (Bill, interview 3, p. 5-6). “Other than that, I don’t think I taught the class any 
differently”, Bill concluded (Bill, interview 3, p. 6). 
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These excerpts from Bill’s interviews over two semesters indicate that, overall, differences in 
teaching methods due to the new format of the class and new technology were not found 
which would suggest that no new teaching skills were used. However, some changes in the 
level of student monitoring and guiding did occur in the present study. For the discussion of 
Bill’s new role in the blended class environment, please see the section on Participant roles 
(research question 1) in this chapter. 
 
To examine if Grace would use new teaching methods, I asked her in the first interview to 
speculate about instructing her blended learning class. She shared that she thought of having 
students do listening and vocabulary in MNSL for homework while she considered doing 
speaking in class. Grace explained: 
Maybe I’ll try to fix it so that we kind of introduce the topic and maybe they do the 
listening exercises at home. […] I like the fact we can discuss something in class and 
they can go home and I can give them some vocabulary exercises to reinforce that. 
[…]   And maybe try to focus more on speaking parts in class. Because I think, the 
listening they can do on their own somewhat, but with speaking I think they need 
more guidance on. (Grace, interview 1, p. 8-9) 
This is an excerpt from our dialogue about a change from past practices:  
Maja: Do you anticipate that the use of MNSL will change how you teach the class or 
how the class is structured? 
Grace: I think so. Like I said, I think I would be cool if I can assign some of the 
listening things for homework. It would be a change, different from what I did before.  
This answer indicates that Grace anticipated she would structure the class in a new way, 
differently from previous semesters. She wanted to move listening and vocabulary online and 
spend more class time on communicative speaking activities. The same change of teaching 
methods was reported in Scida and Saury (2006) where, for example, Spanish instructors 
spent less than 20% of class time on vocabulary since students practiced it in the LMS. 
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In the second interview, I wanted to see whether Grace was able to put her ideas into 
practice. I had previously observed students working on vocabulary activities in class (Grace, 
class observations, October 7). Grace told me she had diverted from her original plan: 
I’ve shifted to where I like to focus on the vocabulary at the beginning and try to help 
them have new vocabulary words they can use thought the chapter. Because I noticed 
when I did the first chapter, I did not spend much time on the vocabulary and then it 
was very difficult for them to do speaking activities. I’ve noticed the difference when 
I focused on the vocabulary and they have a good grasp, they can actually use it in 
their discussions. (Grace, interview 2, p. 8) 
While having students do vocabulary only online seem not to have been possible, a 
combination of online and in class vocabulary work (review) took place (see the discussion 
in the section on Distribution of learning content in research question 1). 
  
Finally, at the end of the semester, Grace mentioned that a change did take place: 
There was just one thing which was probably a good thing cause sometimes as a 
teacher I might slow down too much. It (having the materials in MNSL) helped to 
keep the pace going. Because if I was running out of online activities, I knew I had to 
finish up in the book. That kept me on check to make sure I wasn’t straggling along. 
So that was probably the only thing that was different. (Grace, interview 3, p. 3) 
Materials in MNSL helped Grace keep the steady class pace since not having any more 
online activities to assign indicated she needed to move on to the next textbook chapter. 
Thus, Grace may have spent less time on a textbook chapter than she would have in the past. 
Nevertheless, this practice may not suggest that her methodological skills were different or 
new. 
 
Grace’s speculations about future changes in teaching the class included sustaining a faster 
pace of covering materials so more chapters would be completed and carrying out her 
original idea of moving some activities completely online (Grace, interview 3, p. 12). Grace 
continued:  
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In the future I would be more familiar with the book, so I would just jump in and get 
going. Whenever I use a new book it takes a while to get used to how it’s laid out and 
how I want to use it. In the future, I may not spend as much time on grammar in class 
and let them do that online, on their own and then just focus on speaking in class. 
(Grace, interview 3, p. 12) 
Although Grace did not manage to completely shift listening, vocabulary, and grammar work 
to MNSL in order to devote more time to speaking, she was envisioning a possible change in 
the future. In sum, Grace’s experience suggests that new teaching methods had been 
speculated about but did not take place completely therefore indicating insufficient evidence 
for the second principal product of the innovation, according to Markee (1997). 
 
The existence of the third principal product, new pedagogical values, is tightly connected to 
the second product. Since new methodological skills were not found in the data, no probing 
for the novelty of pedagogical values was done. Markee (1997) argues that this construct is 
very difficult to investigate because it requires longitudinal data which were not possible to 
obtain in Grace’s case. In Bill’s case, two semesters of data collection could have provided 
evidence which, unfortunately, was not sought. The lack of data collected on pedagogical 
values represents one of the major drawbacks of this study.  
 
In conclusion, the assessment of innovation according to Markee’s definition (1997) is 
incomplete based on the data in this study. First, the evidence for the novelty of teaching 
materials was found in both Bill and Grace’s case. While some changes in class instruction 
were reported and could be considered new, overall novelty of methodological skills could 
not be established. Last, evidence for new pedagogical skills was not collected. In 
conclusion, by examining only two products of innovation from Markee (1997), teaching the 
blended learning course with MNSL may not have been a curricular innovation for the two 
participants. On the other hand, according to Rogers’ definition that a practice or an object is 
considered an innovation if it is perceived as new, the evidence for the innovation was found. 
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Students 
To determine students’ familiarity with the learning management systems and blended 
learning, student survey 1 asked about the previous use of learning management systems. 
Ninety four percent in class A and ninety three in class B reported never using an LMS 
(Table 19).  Only one student in each class had previous LMS experience (students 111 and 
214). Student 111 used it in a private language school, while student 214 used WebCT to 
take a test.  
 
Students’ previous experience with blended learning classes is similar to their experience 
with LMSs. Only two students in class A (111 and 105) and one student in class B (214) took 
a blended learning class in the past. All of these blended learning classes were offered by 
language schools. Most students, 94% in class A and 87.5% in class B, had not taken blended 
learning classes before. Furthermore, two students in the focus groups described the class as 
“an original way to study English” because it is taught in the computer lab and classroom and 
a new type of course (Student focus group, pp. 1, 4, 9).  
 
Table 19. Students’ previous experience with learning management systems and blended 
learning 
Survey 1 question Class A  (N=16) Class B  (N=15) 
 Yes No Yes No 
1-17 A content (learning) 
management system is a computer 
program on the Internet that contains 
educational materials. Have you 
used a content (learning) 
management system before? (For 
example WebCT, Blackboard, 
Moodle, Angel, Sakai, 
DesiretoLearn or any other) 
1 (6%) 15 (94%) 1 (7%) 14 (93%) 
1-18 Have you ever taken an English 
class that combined learning in the 
classroom with learning online (on 
the Internet)? 
2 (12.5%) 14 (87.5%) 1 (7%) 14 (93%) 
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In sum, for the majority of students in classes A and B, the LMS represented a new 
technology and blended learning a new type of language instruction according to Rogers’ 
definition (2003). 
Research question 2: Attributes of innovation 
The second part of the second research question required an examination of the main 
qualities of innovation as described by Rogers (2003). Four innovation attributes were 
examined: relative advantage, complexity, trialability, and observability. Interviews with 
teachers and administrator, student surveys, and student and teacher focus groups were data 
sources used. The fifth quality, compatibility, was not described separately because its 
aspect, compatibility with needs, was addressed in the section on stages of the innovation-
decision process (needs of adopters).  
 
Relative advantage 
The first innovation attribute, relative advantage, is considered the strongest predictor of 
adoption (Rogers, 2003). To investigate the benefits the innovation brings, teachers were 
interviewed (Bill-four interviews, Grace-three interviews), students surveyed (surveys 2 and 
3) and the student focus group administered. The inquiry about this quality encompassed 
comparison of teachers’ previous teaching practices to teaching with MNSL. Teachers and 
students were asked about useful LMS features and pronunciation, speaking, and listening 
activities. In particular, the input on the ability to provide and receive individualized 
feedback was sought from both teachers and students. 
 
Teachers: Bill 
In the third interview, Bill was asked why blended instruction was beneficial for him and the 
students. He listed access to materials as a major advantage. Bill shared: “You don’t tie up 
class time. You could assign things at home and have students work on them” (Bill, 
interview 3, p. 7). Bill liked that the students could access materials from anywhere, which in 
turn freed class time. In addition, he praised the amount and variety of online exercises which 
provided additional practice. Bill explained: “There is enough in the book and online to fill 
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the semester easily” (Bill, interview 3, p. 6). He later added: “And the other major thing is 
the variety of exercises that are available to further build skills that textbook exercises 
attempt to work on. So you just have additional opportunities” (Bill, interview 3, p. 9).  
 
Rogers defines relative advantage as “the degree to which an innovation is perceived as being 
better than the idea that it supersedes” (2003, p. 229). In this case, the practice of teaching 
using MyNorthStarLab in the blended environment should be better than the practice of 
teaching using internet websites Bill used to do in the past. As early as in the pilot study, Bill 
brought up several advantages of MNSL: record keeping and management, time saving, 
monitoring student progress, and individualized assessment (Bill, pilot interview 2). He 
continued to value the same advantages in this study. Every time Bill logged into 
MyNorthStarLab, he could see student performance on all activities in the grade book which 
was “a wonderful element of the system” (Bill, interview 3, p. 9). If a student did not perform 
well and wanted to repeat a test, Bill could clear the student’s record.  The fact that there was 
no need for paper records and photocopies of exercises and tests saved instructor’s time. Bill 
shared: “I don’t have to keep all of these grades on paper. It’s all there. I can check them. I 
can see who did what. That’s a time saver” (Bill, pilot interview 2, p. 12). Bill monitored 
student progress by looking at the activities completed, deadline for completion, and time 
spent on them. Finally, teacher-graded activities provided opportunities for individualized 
feedback as Bill could address students’ individual speaking and pronunciation problems 
(Bill, interview 2, p. 3). In Bill’s opinion, the greatest advantage for the students was the 
ability to record spoken responses because it allowed for language practice that is not 
possible in the regular classroom. Here is Bill’s explanation from the pilot study: 
You got 18 or 20 people in the full class. We could not do the individual 
pronunciation, for example. That would be impossible. Any of the individual things 
that the students record would be impossible in the classroom environment--we just 
could not do it and they could not get that individualized feedback. So, we are limited 
to group activities in the class and we couldn’t do any of the recording elements we 
do in the lab or when students work at home. And I think those are really good. […] I 
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do like the recording aspect of it where students could record. And I can record my 
comments. (Bill, pilot interview 2, pp. 5-6) 
 
Bill particularly liked that in pronunciation activities students read numerous sentences as 
opposed to one isolated sentence in class a student gets to read so everyone would get their 
turn. Speaking activities “provided students with an opportunity to analyze a topic, think 
about it, plan a response, and then say it. That’s a useful skill that will pay dividends in their 
future university classes because you have to make short presentations” (Bill, interview 3, p. 
10). 
 
All of the above mentioned advantages were absent from the technology Bill had employed 
before and the new LMS technology, therefore, can be regarded as being perceived as 
advantageous both for Bill and his students. 
 
To get a better idea of the individualized feedback Bill provided, on several occasions I asked 
him about its kind and level of detail. In both the pilot and present study, Bill expressed a 
preference for written feedback because “students can always see what I wrote as opposed to 
having to listen to it again and not having to follow up with something written” (Bill, 
interview 2, p. 1). He was very specific with his feedback and addressed not only key words 
in the sentence but other mispronounced words, too (Bill, interview 2, p. 1). Bill explained: 
“If there is really nothing negative to say about something, I will write excellent job but even 
then I’ll write thank you for your effort. […] I’ll write thank you because I appreciate [the 
effort]” (Bill, interview 1, p. 5-6). This approach to giving feedback is, according to Bill, a 
part of his nature because he likes to be detailed and put some thought into composing 
feedback no matter how much time it may take. 
 
In addition to positive qualities of innovation, I asked Bill about its negative sides. His 
concern was about the cost of materials to students who paid more for the version of the 
textbook with access to MNSL than they used to pay for the book without the online 
component. This point was also brought up by other teachers in the teacher focus group and 
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could have made an impact on the overall perception of the innovation in the program (see 
the section on Future of the innovation and IEOP as an organization in research question 4 in 
this chapter). 
 
Teachers: Grace 
When Grace was asked about some advantages of blended instruction, the biggest one she 
listed was that it gave students the ability to work at their own pace since “the better students 
can work faster and students who are not so good can spend a little more time” (Grace, 
interview 1, p. 11). In addition, Grace liked the variety and abundance of online materials as 
well as their connection to the textbook. Grace believed that students also liked different 
types of activities so they are not doing the same things all the time and that even “the 
students who don’t come to class, seem to show up for the lab” (Grace, interview 2, p. 11). 
She appreciated having all the activities in MNSL so she could choose the ones to reinforce 
class work and not having to look for supplemental activities herself, some of which may not 
work for her students, after all. 
 
The availability of online materials and their connection with the textbook was a huge bonus 
for Grace who revealed that in her first semester in the program she did not know what to do 
with students in the computer lab, so the class would not use the computers at all (Grace, 
interview 1, p. 7). Grace elaborated: “Because in the past, whenever I had a lab day, it was 
like “what do I do”? I would try to find something. I don’t like random things. When I’m 
teaching, I really like things to fit together, to kind of complement each other” (Grace, 
interview 3, p. 2-3). This quality of the innovation is an improvement from past practices as 
is the ability to assess students’ oral skills in less time. In the past, Grace had students meet 
with her individually outside of the class time and speak to her. That was very time-
consuming. With MNSL, students record their speech, Grace can listen several times, and 
give them a more confident grade than when assessing them face-to-face. 
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When asked about preferences for the kind of feedback given to students, Grace said she had 
given only written feedback because it was easier to write than say it. This was her approach: 
“I usually don’t give a lot of feedback, just a little bit. I try to focus on whatever the focus is 
for that activity, for example, on certain types of words […]. If they make mistakes in other 
areas, if it is not a big blaring mistake, I don’t address it.  If it is a repeated one, if it interferes 
with comprehension, I correct it” (Grace, interview 2, p. 1). When there were a lot of 
activities to grade and she was behind, Grace sometimes gave scores without any feedback. If 
the score was perfect, there was usually no feedback, but “if I don’t give them a perfect 
score, I usually want to tell them why” (Grace, interview 2, p. 1). Grace adopted this 
approach to giving feedback due to time constraints: “It takes a lot of time which may be 
another reason why my feedback is pretty short and to the point” (Grace, interview 2, p. 2).  
 
Just as Bill, Grace could see the value of pronunciation, speaking, and listening activities in 
MNSL. Students could listen to prompts as many times as they wanted until they understood 
listening passages or felt ready to record their pronunciation. Whether students were able to 
produce longer spoken responses at the end of the chapter gave Grace a chance to check their 
understanding and mastery of the material. 
 
To ensure that Grace provided a comprehensive picture of innovation advantages, she was 
also asked to comment on the disadvantages of blended instruction. The only thing Grace 
brought up was that two lab meetings a week may have been too much for her class. She 
explained: “The drawback is that it is kind of tough because I have only 3 days in the 
classroom to do other materials (Grace, interview 1, p. 9)”. Instead, Grace preferred one lab a 
week, so she would not feel rushed in the classroom (Grace, interview 2, p. 3). A detailed 
discussion of Grace’s preferences for a different class schedule can be found in the section on 
Location (research question 1) in this chapter. 
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Students 
Student feedback about the advantages of MNSL was collected in surveys which asked about 
particular features and activities in this LMS. Tables 20 and 21 contain all relative advantage 
questions asked in surveys 2 and 3 respectively.  
 
The results of survey 2 indicate that students recognized that the recording feature is an 
advantage (Table 20). When asked if recording their voice and having the teacher listen to it 
represents a good way to practice speaking (item 2-11), the following mean scores were 
obtained: 2.88 (N=16, SD=0.806) for class A, 3.20 (N=15, SD=0.775) for class B on a scale 
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). Similarly, question 2-13 asked about the 
pronunciation practice. The means of 2.94 and 2.87 were obtained for classes A and B 
respectively. For both items the mean scores of around 3 indicate that students agreed that 
there is a value in the recording tool. 
 
When students were asked if the recording feature was helping their oral skills, they gave 
very positive answers. The mean scores for class A range from 2.88 to 3.06 and from 2.93 to 
3.07 for class B and show that students realize that oral skills can be practiced in the CALL 
mode of the class. In both classes, students found MNSL helping them the most with 
listening, then pronunciation, and speaking. The same questions were repeated in survey 3 
(Table 21). All three items received high mean scores but this time with pronunciation 
getting the highest score (3.13 class A, 3.00 class B) followed by listening and speaking 
which got exactly the same ratings in each of the classes (3.07 class A and 2.86 class B). This 
trend can indicate that while advantages of listening activities in MNSL may be obvious right 
from the beginning, it may take some time for students to use and realize the advantages of 
other MNSL features, such as the recording feature for help with pronunciation. This may be 
why MNSL pronunciation activities were seen as most helpful only later in the semester.  
 
Cronbach’s alpha values for both classes and both surveys were found be to be very high 
(survey 2: 0.843 (class A) and 0.957 (class B); survey 3: 0.909 (class A) and 0.956 (class B)) 
indicating that all items measure the same construct. To examine whether student opinion 
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about helpfulness of MNSL for development of oral skills remained the same from survey 2 
to survey 3, mean scores of some speaking and listening items were looked at. When mean 
scores for pairs of questions 2-17 and 3-5 (speaking) and 2-18 and 3-6 (listening) were 
compared using Wilcoxon rank-sum test for two related samples, no statistically significant 
differences were found. The values of 1.000 and 0.317 for each pair respectively are higher 
than 0.05 and show the stability of student views over time.  
 
Table 20. Survey 2: Students’ views about speaking, listening, and pronunciation activities in 
MNSL.   
Survey 2 question Class A Class B 
 N Mean St Dev N Mean St Dev 
2-11 Recording my voice 
and having the teacher 
listen to it is a good way to 
practice speaking. 
16 2.88 0.806 15 3.20 0.775 
2-13 Recording my voice 
and having the teacher 
listen to it is a good way to 
practice pronunciation. 
16 2.94 0.772 15 2.87 0.743 
2-17 Working on 
MyNorthStarLab online 
activities helps me with 
speaking  English. 
16 2.88 0.806 15 2.93 0.799 
2-18 Working on 
MyNorthStarLab online 
activities helps me with 
listening to English.   
16 3.06 0.443 15 3.07 0.704 
2-19 Working on 
MyNorthStarLab online 
activities helps me with 
pronunciation of English. 
16 3.00 0.516 15 3.00 0.756 
All items 16 2.95 0.669 15 3.01 0.755 
Cronbach’s  
Alpha based on 
standardized items 
0.843 0.957 
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Table 21. Survey 3: Students’ views about speaking, listening, and pronunciation activities in 
MNSL.   
Survey 3 question Class A Class B 
 N Mean St Dev N Mean St Dev 
3-5 Working on 
MyNorthStarLab online 
activities helps me with 
speaking  English. 
15 3.07 0.594 14 2.86 0.770 
3-6 Working on 
MyNorthStarLab online 
activities helps me with 
listening to English.   
15 3.07 0.458 14 2.86 0.770 
3-7 Working on 
MyNorthStarLab online 
activities helps me with 
pronunciation of English. 
15 3.13 0.516 14 3.00 0.679 
All items 15 3.09 0.523 14 2.91 0.74 
Cronbach’s  
Alpha based on 
standardized items 
0.909 0.956 
 
Students’ comments in survey 2 and 3 further helped explain their ratings. Student 102 in 
class A wrote this about online speaking activities in survey 2: “MNSL can help me with 
speaking. I am always shy. So it gives me an opportunity to speak.” This comment indicates 
that a shy student does not feel in the spotlight when practicing English online; thus, online 
activities may be particularly suitable for this type of learner. When in the focus group six 
best performing students from class B were asked to explain how exactly the speaking 
activities were helping them with speaking practice, they brought up their relevance. The 
comments below explain how the speaking tasks were seen as comparable to the tasks 
outside of the classroom (both in real-life and on a language test):  
The questions in the speaking activity are very similar to those that Americans will 
likely ask you in daily life. You have to cope with these questions by planning and 
organizing your speech, as if you were in real-life situations.  
(Student focus group, student 205, p. 3) 
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I feel this type of speaking activities is fairly good. The topics for the activities are 
very similar to those used in IELTS, so practicing speaking on these topics will help 
me pass the test. Also, the topics involve a lot of daily life situations. 
(Student focus group, student 208, p. 3) 
 
The type of speaking practice is good. It is very similar to the speaking section of 
IELTS. So we can prepare for the test by doing these speaking activities. 
(Student focus group, student 213, p. 4) 
 
Moreover, students liked the preparation before attempting a speaking task: 
This type of speaking activity is fairly good. You need to plan your speech in (your) 
mind within a very limited time frame. You must find accurate words and expressions 
as soon as possible to describe something. I feel this type of training is helpful. 
(Student focus group, p. 4) 
 
However, not all students liked speaking activities. Student 113 in class A wrote the 
following in survey 2: “The lab is good, but I don’t like to practice speaking English on the 
computer. It is a kind of inconvenience because I have to turn on the computer, use it, and so 
on”. Student 103, class A, commented in the same survey: “I don’t like to study online. I like 
speaking face-to-face”. These data indicate that there are individual differences with respect 
to students’ desire to practice speaking online. 
 
The focus group with students also revealed the strategies students were using to get the most 
out of pronunciation and listening activities. 
I usually do this type of pronunciation activity very earnestly. I spend ten to twenty 
minutes on a passage that consists of only 5 sentences because I pay attention to all 
the details, trying to pronounce every word accurately. While doing such type of 
activity, I listen to each sentence multiple times and […] I also compare my speech 
with the samples from the computer to find out the drawbacks in my pronunciation. I 
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feel this type of activity is quite helpful (for improving my pronunciation). (Student 
focus group, student 208, p. 2) 
 
I think repeated listening helps improve your listening. If you have difficulty 
understanding the passage for the first time, you can listen to it for the second time 
and then you will understand its main idea. (Student focus group, p. 7) 
These comments are encouraging and indicate that the best students were applying useful 
learner strategies to help them succeed in the CALL mode of the class. Whether this could be 
said for weaker performing students remains a question and could be investigated in future 
studies. 
 
Just like teachers, students were asked about the feedback provided in teacher-graded 
activities. Item 2-25 in survey 2 asked students to choose from the list of most useful LMS 
features. The following features were seen as most useful by both classes: seeing which 
answers were correct and which incorrect, the calendar that showed when activities are due, 
and the explanation of incorrect answers. The teacher feedback feature was rated number 1 
by class A and number 4 by class B. This was probably due to the amount of feedback 
teachers provided. According to LMS records, Bill gave longer and more detailed feedback 
in comparison to Grace. The preferences for the amount of feedback and its focus were 
explained and confirmed by instructors in interviews. 
Class B students brought up minimal teacher feedback on MNSL activities in the focus 
group. Here are their comments: 
After we submit our audio recordings, the teacher may listen to them, but she didn’t 
give us any feedback. (The teacher) is supposed to point out your weaknesses and 
provide suggestions for improvement, like syllables you should pay attention to. If 
she only gives you comments in general, you will only know your overall 
performance, but not the aspects that you need to work on. (Student focus group, p. 2) 
 
We didn’t know whether our speech was appropriate or not as the teacher didn’t give 
us any feedback. I suggest the teacher giving us some feedback in a regular class 
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following a lab speaking activity. She doesn’t necessarily have to give us feedback 
through the computer. (Student focus group, student 208, pp. 3-4) 
 
These data indicate that students’ perceptions of feedback may differ from the teacher’s. It 
appears that some focus groups students required a more specific feedback than provided by 
their teacher. They welcome both the feedback through the computer and in the face-to-face 
class. In sum, students rated a technology feature as more or less useful depending on the 
level of its utilization by the teacher. 
 
Relative advantage and participants 
Previous sections showed that two main teacher participants both viewed the following 
benefits of the LMS use in their technology-enhanced blended learning classes as most 
important: wealth of online materials, variety of exercises, and time saving features for the 
teacher (grade keeping for Bill and testing of oral skills for Grace). Bill also liked the 
individual feedback he could provide to students, while Grace highlighted the connection 
between online and paper materials. For both teachers, the availability of MNSL in the 
computer lab was an improvement from the past; it provided Grace with teaching materials 
and Bill with useful features that web sites he used to assign to students did not have. 
Teachers’ views indicate that the innovation was perceived as advantageous, thus making it 
likely to be used in the future. 
 
Bill and Grace’s interviews and their students’ surveys showed they could see the value of 
pronunciation, speaking, and listening activities in MNSL. Students in both classes perceived 
listening exercises as most helpful in survey 2, followed by pronunciation and speaking 
exercises, while in survey 3 pronunciation exercises were at the top followed by listening and 
speaking which got exactly the same ratings in both classes. While the advantages of online 
listening activities may be apparent from the beginning, the value of pronunciation activities 
students had not previously used may become more evident later. Online speaking practice 
was seen as helpful for shy students, mimicking real-life and test situations, and requiring 
good preparation (a skill Bill also valued as relevant for academic preparation). However, not 
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all students liked speaking online which shows that individual differences play a role. 
Students in class A and B ranked immediate scoring, the calendar, and explanation of 
incorrect answers as the most useful MNSL features. In conclusion, student views suggest 
that the innovation was advantageous for most of them although some students did not value 
all its features.   
 
Another major advantage for Bill and Grace was the ability to provide feedback. Both of 
them preferred written over spoken feedback just as the two teachers from the focus group, 
who also gave comments. However, teachers were not sure if students took advantage of 
their feedback. For example, students never commented back on Bill’s feedback while Grace 
was not sure whether weaker students took time to read what she wrote and hoped more 
conscientious students did it. In the teacher focus group, Teacher 2 observed that her students 
were not reliable about checking feedback. In the student focus group, six of the strongest 
Grace’s students confirmed they were reading and using feedback, but whether this was the 
case with all students was not investigated.  
 
The scope and length of Bill and Grace’s feedback was different which in turn impacted how 
useful the students saw it. Bill tended to give more detailed and longer comments and his 
class rated the feedback feature as the most important one. Grace gave comments on specific 
points in cases when the students did not perform well and the students evaluated the 
feedback feature as the fourth most important one. Moreover, her students requested more 
specific feedback in the focus group. According to the teachers, the differences were due 
personal preferences and the amount of time it took to give feedback to the whole class. 
These findings indicate that the use of an innovation feature by teachers influenced students’ 
believes about its usefulness and that time involvement was an important quality when it 
came to overall innovation benefits. 
 
Complexity 
Rogers (2003) defines complexity as “the degree to which an innovation is perceived as 
relatively difficult to understand and use” (p. 257). In this analysis, difficulty refers to 
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problems teachers had with the innovation use (such as time commitment) as well as 
technical difficulties in its implementation. All the problems participants had with the 
innovation could negatively impact their views of it and consequently its adoption. The 
complexity data were collected in three interviews with each teacher, lab observations of 
innovation use, and two student surveys.  
 
Teachers: Bill 
The main problem with innovation Bill had was in connection to the recording feature. While 
Bill highly valued the feature that allowed students to capture their voices, responding to 
students’ work took up a lot of time. This was the remark Bill shared in the pilot study and 
his views remained unchanged in the present study. Bill said: “I could take literally hours and 
hours trying to give detailed responses to all of the things the students are doing” (Bill, pilot 
interview 2, p. 7). This was one of the drawbacks of the innovation but Bill was ready to put 
in extra time because he found individualized instruction worthwhile: 
But that is the price of individualized instruction, that’s what happens. It’s like you 
are tutoring 20 people. It just takes more time. But if you really want to help the 
students, that’s what it takes, you have to do it (Bill, pilot interview 2, p. 7). 
 
Bill understood that time commitment may contribute to the perception that the innovation 
use is overly demanding and that it may even deter teachers from using it. In order to help, 
Bill gave the following advice to his colleagues: 
You don’t have to write 600 lines of text or speak for 5 minutes about each person. It 
does not have to take that long. You could focus on one particular aspect of that 
student’s work and just correct those things, as opposed to more general overall 
comments. […] I don’t think teachers should disregard certain exercises because they 
are concerned about the amount of time it takes to give comments […] and I think it 
is helpful to the students. That’s one of the main strengths of MNSL -- the ability to 
do that. Otherwise, really, what’s the point? (Bill, interview 2, p. 3) 
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Here, Bill is sharing his strategy of using teacher time effectively, so that every student gets 
feedback and can potentially benefit from it. For Bill, the advantages of this innovation 
feature outweigh its disadvantages. 
 
Students losing access card codes for MNSL was the major difficulty Bill was aware of. The 
codes came with the textbook but some students accidentally threw them away and were 
unable to log in to the site. While nobody in Bill’s class had this issue, he understood the 
frustration other teachers might have experienced and how this would add to the negative 
view of the innovation.  
 
As with every new instructional technology, technical difficulties can occur and my 
observations of MNSL use in the computer lab in both studies confirm this.  For example, 
during the second lab observation in the pilot (p. 2) some students had trouble logging in 
because they forgot their password or opened the wrong browser (Mozilla Firefox instead of 
Internet Explorer), could not record their voices (because they did not load a Java applet), or 
could not play back their responses (because they plugged in microphones incorrectly). In 
most cases, Bill could assist the students and if he was not able to, he would turn to me for 
help.  Once initial technical problems were overcome after the third lab meeting, I did not 
observe many technical difficulties in the pilot study. In the first few lab observations from 
the present study, I noted that students had to be reminded to turn off the browser’s pop-up 
blocker in order for content to display (Lab observations, September 16, 23, and 30). Bill 
confirmed this issue as well as students closing the browser window before finishing the 
exercises and achievement tests that could be attempted only once. In the latter case, Bill was 
able to clear students’ records and allow them to try again. Other than these two, Bill 
reported that his students did not have too many technical problems during this initial period 
(Bill, interview 1, p. 6) and that by mid-semester they were in the routine of turning off the 
blocker at log in (Bill, interview 2, p. 7). 
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Teachers: Grace 
Grace shared Bill’s opinion about the time-consuming nature of feedback which impacted the 
amount of feedback she provided. In spite of this disadvantage, Grace found the feedback 
valuable (Grace, interview 3, p. 8; Grace, interview 2, p. 2) and the recording feature the 
system’s overall advantage (see the discussion in the section on relative advantage). She also 
agreed with Bill that lost access code cards presented “a big hurdle for teachers” (Grace, 
interview 3, p. 14) but was fortunate not to have any students in that situation.  
 
To learn about the level of difficulty in using online materials, I asked Grace about it. Her 
views from the first interview in the first week of MNSL use and the second interview more 
than a month later show the innovation was perceived less complex the longer it was used:  
Maja: How difficult is it to use MNSL?  
Grace: It’s getting better. It is still a little cumbersome for me. It still takes me more 
time than it should probably, but it is getting better. […]The major challenge is 
navigating to the right spot. That’ll just come with practice. I think the grade book is 
where I don’t always know what I want to do or how to get there. (Grace, interview 1, 
p. 10-11)  
 
Maja: How difficult is it to use MNSL?  
Grace: It’s not very difficult. I have the basic things down. I can do the basic things 
down pretty easy. (Grace, interview 2, p. 6) 
 
The biggest technical problem for Grace involved achievement tests in MNSL she 
administered at the end of each unit. The tests contained exercises that required the newest 
version of the Java script to run, otherwise they would not display. Grace had to remember 
and remind her students to manually download the new version of Java before each test. If 
students forgot to do it, they could not do that section of the test and were not allowed the 
second attempt by the computer resulting in lower overall scores. Since students’ course 
grades were based on these assessments, Grace felt “bad giving them a score when they are 
having technical difficulties” (Grace, interview 2, p. 5-6). To alleviate the problem, Grace 
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wanted to learn how to allow the students the second attempt on missed sections. She also 
commented on some of the exercises having an incorrect answer key which is a serious 
concern for the LMS publisher. The technical problems Grace encountered should be 
addressed in teacher training in order to decrease the complexity of innovation use. 
 
On the first computer lab day, Grace’s students required a lot of instruction how to find her 
feedback. Grace seemed unsure explaining it to students herself, so I demonstrated the path 
to the grade book to the whole class and then the two of us went around and answered 
individual questions (Lab observations, September 22). Several students had problems with 
the pop-up blocker at this time, but on subsequent lab observations I did not notice this issue 
except on one occasion when a student asked a fellow classmate for assistance (Lab 
observation, September 22, p. 1). By the second interview the class B seemed to have cleared 
all the technical problems other than the achievement test display issues due to Java, Grace 
reported (Grace, interview 2, p. 4).   
 
Students 
The students were asked about the ease of MNSL use in survey 2 (6 items) and survey 3 (3 
items). The purpose was to determine if students had any problems with MNSL that may 
have negatively impacted their views of it. It is important to note that for items 2-2, 2-6, 2-
14, 2-16, 2-22, 3-4, and 3-9 inverse coding was performed because they are phrased in the 
negative light. The following inverse coding scale was used: strongly agree-1, agree-2, 
disagree-3, strongly disagree-4. Therefore, for all complexity items, the higher mean 
indicates a better outcome.  
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Table 22. Survey 2: Students’ views about complexity of MNSL use  
Survey 2 question Class A Class B 
 N Mean St Dev N Mean St Dev 
2-2 I do not know how to 
use MyNorthStarLab 
online activities. 
16 3.31 0.479 15 3.20 0.862 
2-6 My computer had 
difficulties with 
MyNorthStarLab online 
activities.    
16 2.69 1.014 15 2.53 0.915 
2-8 MyNorthStarLab 
online activities are easy 
to use. 
16 3.00 0.365 15 3.13 0.834 
2-14 It is difficult for me 
to find my way through 
MyNorthStarLab online 
activities.   
16 3.00 0.000 15 2.80 0.676 
2-16 I had technical 
problems when working 
on MyNorthStarLab 
online activities. 
16 2.75 0.683 15 2.80 0.676 
2-22 I need help 
learning how to use 
MyNorthStarLab online 
activities. 
16 3.19 0.544 15 2.73 0.884 
All items 16 2.99 0.514 15 2.86 0.808 
Cronbach’s  
Alpha based on 
standardized items  
0.547* 0.896 
*All items were included in Cronbach’s Alpha calculation except for 2-14 because it has zero 
variance. 
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Table 23. Survey 3: Students’ views about complexity of MNSL use  
Survey 3 question Class A Class B 
 N Mean St Dev N Mean St Dev 
3-4 I had technical 
problems when working 
on MyNorthStarLab 
online activities. 
15 2.73 0.594 14 3.00 0.555 
3-9 I need help learning 
how to use 
MyNorthStarLab online 
activities. 
15 2.73 0.594 14 2.71 0.611 
3-11 MyNorthStarLab 
online activities are easy 
to use. 
15 2.87 0.743 14 3.07 0.616 
All items 15 2.78 0.643 14 2.93 0.594 
Cronbach’s  
Alpha based on 
standardized items 
 
0.533 
 
0.571 
 
As can be seen from Table 22, both classes found MNSL relatively easy to use judging by 
the mean scores for item 2-8 (3.00 and 3.13 respectively). The scores from the same item, 3-
11 in survey 3 (Table 23) have not changed much (2.87 and 3.07 respectively).  The question 
that asked about the ease of use just phrased negatively (2-14: it is difficult for me…) showed 
exactly the same mean (3.00) for class A. All students in class A responded with “disagree” 
making the standard deviation zero.  
 
Students indicated that they knew how to use the system (question 2-2: 3.31 class A and 3.20 
class B) and did not need help with it (question 2-22: 3.19 class A and 2.73 class B). Similar 
ratings were obtained in survey 3 (question 3-9: 2.73 class A and 2.71 class B). Slightly 
lower scores were found for items about computer problems in survey 2 (2-6 and 2-16). In 
both classes in survey 2, the mean scores are below 3.00, while in survey 3 (item 3-4) the 
mean was 3.00 in class B. This could indicate that technical difficulties were present. The 
explanation students provided in questions 2-16 and 3-4 lists the problems with the Java 
application in 78% of cases. Java was necessary for certain features (e.g. audio recorder) and 
activities (drag-and drop-exercise) in MNSL to appear properly. Students reported having 
trouble downloading Java onto their computers, and making it run on Mac computers and in 
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certain browsers. Java had to be regularly updated manually which was an added task 
students and teachers needed to remember. Both Grace and Bill complained about this issue 
in their interviews, especially because of achievement tests.  
 
The analysis of reliability estimate returned low alpha values of around 0.550 for both classes 
and surveys (except class B survey 2). Additional statistical analyses indicated that 6 
complexity items in survey 2, class A may not be analyzed together but broken down into 
more discrete parts (e.g. technical difficulties items, ease of use items, need help items). For 
example, the factor analysis for class A survey 2 showed that variables 2-2, 2-6, and 2-16 
make a factor. When only these three variables were used to calculate the reliability of the 
measure, a much higher value of 0.838 was obtained. Low alpha values in survey 3 may have 
been influenced by the small number of items (3).  
 
Differences in mean scores for class A from survey 2 to survey 3 on items 2-8 and 3-11 (ease 
of use) and 2-22 and 3-9 (need for help) show students continued to have technical 
difficulties through the semester. Comparison of mean scores on Wilcoxon test for the ease 
of use (3.00 and 2.87) returned the value of 0.414 which is not statistically significant at 0.05. 
However, the same test for the need for help items (item 2-22 mean scores 3.19 and item 3-9 
mean score 2.73) returned the value of 0.005 which was statistically significant indicating a 
change in ratings not due to chance for class A. At the same time, the ratings for class B on 
this pair of items did not change much (2.73 survey 2 and 2.71 survey 3).  A possible 
explanation could be found in the number of technical problems reported by each class in 
both surveys (class A: 8 comments, class B: 1 comment).  Students in class A apparently had 
more difficulties using MNSL than students in class B according to the number of comments. 
 
Innovation complexity and participants 
Bill, Grace, and other teachers (T1 and T5) viewed giving student feedback in MNSL as 
labor-intensive due to its demands on teacher-time outside of class. While participants agreed 
that having the recording feature was an innovation advantage, it was also seen as adding to 
139 
 
the complexity of its use. Bill’s suggestions what to address in the feedback so it adds value 
to the teaching and learning process could help save teacher grading time.  
 
Another difficulty the program encountered was the delivery of student access cards which 
was discussed in several interviews and at instructors’ meetings. Bill and Grace did not have 
any students lose their cards, but focus group teachers T1 and T3 did. Teachers 1 and 3 
worked around the issue by obtaining additional access codes. However, this problem raises 
a red flag for the LMS designers and greatly impacts the perception of the innovation 
complexity. 
 
Another technical red flag for MNSL designers is the incompatibility of Java software. 78% 
of all student technical complaints dealt with this issue and both Grace and Bill brought it up 
in interviews. Moreover, Bill, Teacher 1, and Teacher 3 also shared problems with pop-up 
blockers which prevented students from viewing content. These issues required a lot of 
teacher attention especially during first lab meetings but were later resolved as students got 
more experienced with MNSL.  
 
Overall, student survey responses show that both classes found MNSL relatively easy to use. 
While my lab observations and Bill’s interviews suggested that students’ technical 
difficulties decreased as the semester progressed, student survey answers indicated that 
students continued to have technical difficulties throughout the semester. As a matter of fact, 
students in class A reported that they needed more help later on because statistical analyses 
showed a significant difference in ratings between the second and third survey on need help 
items. Additionally, the number of technical difficulties reported by class A (8 comments) 
was much more than by students in class B (1 comment). Perhaps, students needed more help 
outside of the computer lab than Bill and I were aware of. The responses of class B students 
about technical problems remained relatively constant in both surveys. These findings 
indicate that students’ opinions about innovation complexity also need to be elicited so that a 
true assessment of this quality could be presented. The discrepancy between instructor’s and 
students’ views of the innovation difficulty in class A stresses the importance of triangulation 
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of methods in qualitative research. Finally, the results give another support for offering 
student training several times in the semester, which was not done in this study. 
 
Trialability and observability  
Rogers (2003, p. 258) defines trialability as “the degree that an innovation may be 
experimented with” and observability “the degree to which the results of an innovation are 
visible to others”. The diffusion of the innovation in this study did not substantially depend 
on these qualities when it came to students. As discussed previously, the students were given 
training on how to use the LMS but they did not have a personal choice whether to use it or 
not because it was a required part of their class. As a result, these qualities are assessed based 
on the main instructors’ and administrator’s input only.  
 
Teachers: Bill and Grace 
Bill’s examination of the innovation started in the pilot study when he tried MNSL out before 
introducing it to the class. Bill did not ask me for a formal training session and preferred to 
explore it by himself on his own time and pace with my support and guidance available if 
necessary. Trialing continued the first semester of the innovation use which helped Bill form 
a positive opinion and decide about its continued use. Monitoring student progress, record 
keeping and management, time saving, and individualized assessment were innovation 
advantages Bill highlighted and shared with colleagues at an instructor’s meeting at the end 
of the pilot study. At the same meeting, I presented the innovation to the teaching staff and 
shared some of the insights from the pilot study. Instructors, program director and 
coordinator could get acquainted with MNSL and observe the results of its use with students. 
This increased innovation observability helped the program decide on the introduction of the 
innovation into other listening/speaking classes a year later. In the interview, the 
administrator corroborated that Bill’s experience encouraged other teachers’ interest in trying 
the innovation out (Administrator interview, p. 4).  
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Grace got an opportunity to try the innovation during the first teacher training workshop the 
first week of the semester. She also examined MNSL herself and asked Bill and me 
questions. Grace believed there was enough time to try the innovation and that she wouldn’t 
have used more time even if it was available (Grace, interview 3, p. 3). During the semester, 
both Grace and Bill helped other teachers with the innovation (Teacher focus group), which 
may have increased its observability. Nevertheless, Bill’s experience may have had more 
impact on this quality simply because he used the innovation longer. In summary, the data 
suggest that the two main participants had sufficient opportunities to try the innovation and 
that the results of their experience could be observed by their colleagues, which in turn 
positively influences the innovation-diffusion process. 
 
Innovation, its attributes and the hypothetical class  
Based on the experience of class A and B students and their teachers, it can be concluded that 
the hypothetical class participants would see the use of MNSL in their technology-enhanced 
blended learning class as an innovation. Just like Bill and Grace, the hypothetical class 
teacher would probably recognize MNSL advantages regarding its content (e.g. number and 
type of exercises) and features (e.g. grade keeping, feedback delivery). The teacher and 
students would likely see the benefits of online pronunciation, speaking, and listening 
practice. As in case of Bill and Grace, the innovation would be probably seen as compatible 
with teacher’s needs. It is likely that hypothetical class students would not find MNSL 
difficult to use but that they could encounter technical difficulties early on or even 
throughout the semester. Technical difficulties could possibly be the main innovation 
drawback for both students and teachers while the teacher would also be sensitive to the time 
it took to give individualized feedback which could, in turn, influence its scope and length. 
Finally, the teacher would probably be able to test the innovation either in a workshop or 
through individual exploration before putting it to use. Other teaching staff members would 
be able to observe this teacher’s use of the innovation before starting to use it themselves. 
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Research question 3: Attitudes towards blended learning and the 
innovation  
The third research question examined Bill and Grace’s attitudes towards the innovation as 
well as attitudes of their students. The data were obtained through teacher interviews, student 
surveys, and the student focus group. First, the attitudes of Bill and Grace are analyzed 
followed by the attitudes of their students. 
 
Attitudes of Bill and Grace 
The analysis of Bill’s feedback over two semesters shows his unchanging positive attitude. 
At the beginning of the pilot study, Bill talked about the benefits the innovation brings to him 
and his students: 
It provides an abundance of material that can be utilized with the class. So it takes 
some of the burden off the instructor to invent materials or come up with materials. 
There is a wealth of material available so you can just pick and choose depending on 
students’ needs and levels. So, it is very beneficial in that regard and I think it is 
interesting to the students, too. […] (The materials) can be accessed any time, any 
place. I think that is a wonderful advantage. That it does not have to be done during 
class time. (Bill, pilot interview 1, p. 8) 
I really like how that is tied in to the book so closely and offers additional materials 
for (students) to really solidify their understanding of what’s presented in the 
chapters. (Bill, pilot interview 1, p. 9) 
From the pilot to the present study Bill praised the wealth of materials, ease of access, and 
connection between online and paper materials as advantages of the innovation (see the 
section on Relative advantage in research question 2 for Bill’s quotes from the present 
study). 
 
At the end of the pilot study, Bill expressed interest in continued MNSL use as a part of the 
blended learning class. He liked the combination of classroom and lab time; classroom time 
was best used for discussions and lab time for individual work and practice. Although at the 
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beginning of the pilot Bill explained that he valued the classroom time more than the lab 
time, the second pilot interview showed that the lab time was seen as the time well spent 
because Bill could make sure the students were on task, could assist them, and answer their 
questions. The value of lab time for Bill increased in the second semester when he had an 
additional lab meeting per week. At the end of this study, Bill saw class and lab time as 
equally valuable and even advocated more lab time for other teachers:  
I would recommend that, as a matter of course, MNSL is used for LS classes and that 
instructors, if possible, have a couple of days in the lab. So much of the book content 
is available through the MNSL site and all the additional exercises that are not in the 
book. It’s just very useful to have two days in the lab and three days out. I just 
thought that was great. (Bill, interview 3, p. 5-6) 
 
Moreover, from the pilot to the present study, Bill continues to recommend the innovation to 
other teachers. Here is Bill’s justification: 
I’d highly recommend that they (other teachers) give it a try. And make it a regular 
part of their listening/speaking curriculum. Because it incorporates today’s 
technology and a lot of people are focused increasingly so on the computer-based 
language instruction. It’s really the best of both worlds. You have your classroom 
component and you have the online component. […] I don’t see why an (ESL) 
program would not want to attempt it at least and see how they like it. I would 
recommend it very highly. And the topics are interesting and timely. […] I honestly 
don’t know why a program would not want to take advantage of all of the work that’s 
gone into preparing this online content.  
(Bill, interview 3, p.11) 
 
Finally, Bill was also enthusiastic about trying MNSL or another LMS in other skills classes 
in the program. He could clearly speculate about its advantages for grammar instruction 
(“things are graded, you could also provide speaking activities just to demonstrate if students 
know how to use the concepts in a particular unit”) and reading instruction (“online access to 
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passages and comprehension questions: main idea, detail questions, vocabulary-based 
exercises from the readings”) (Bill, interview 3, p.11). 
 
Bill’s positive views towards blended learning and the LMS are also shared by Grace. In her 
third interview, Grace mentioned that she enjoyed and liked MNSL and would probably miss 
having it next semester when the program uses a different textbook series. She also liked the 
idea of having an LMS in other skills classes. She offered the same rationale as Bill: students 
can work together in class and later practice on their own in the lab. The blended approach to 
instruction helped Grace with learning Chinese, which was an additional reason for her 
strongly supporting it both as a teacher and student.  
 
Similar to Bill, Grace would also recommend the innovation to others. Here is the advice she 
would give to other teachers: 
Don’t give too many pencil assignments you have to grade [laughter]. I would 
encourage them (teachers) to start out by trying all the activities and see which ones 
work well and which do not. Stick to the ones that work well with your class, maybe. 
I would also say don’t let yourself fall behind in grading.  (Grace, interview 3, p. 12) 
 
Here Grace shares her strategy of exploring the material and using teacher’s time efficiently 
when it comes to grading. She jokes about the time it takes to respond to student work (pencil 
assignments), and cautions that this time should be found on a regular basis. In contrast to 
Bill, Grace found one lab meeting per week sufficient and did not think more meetings would 
be necessary. Teachers’ feedback indicates that blended learning worked for both of them 
although their ideal time distribution in face to face and CALL mode may be different. 
 
Attitudes of students 
Students’ opinions about the blended learning and MNSL innovation were obtained in 
surveys 2 (see Table 24) and 3 (see Table 25) using a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 
(strongly agree). As mean scores in survey 2 show, on average, students liked the blended 
format of the class (question 2-23: 3.06 class A and 2.73 class B), and found it helpful 
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(questions 2-14: 3.13 class A and 2.73 class B). Class A’s ratings are a little bit higher in 
comparison to class B’s, but class B’s ratings increased in survey 3 and almost match class 
A’s (see items 3-1 and 3-2). It is worth pointing that students’ answers are consistent on 
questions 3-1 and 3-10 which ask about positive experience with the blended learning class 
and blended learning materials. Mean scores for both groups and items are 3.00. In sum, 
survey 2 shows positive student attitudes towards blended learning in terms of its appeal and 
helpfulness. 
 
In both surveys Cronbach’s alpha values are higher in class B (0.937 and 0.894) than in class 
A (0.636 and 0.392). When in case of class A (survey 3) the alpha was calculated only for 
items 3-2 and 3-13 for which the factor analysis indicated would make a factor, the value of 
0.786 was obtained showing that a smaller number of items could better measure the same 
construct with groups like class A in the future (please refer to Evaluation of measuring 
instruments in the Methods chapter for details). 
 
Table 24. Survey 2: Students’ views about blended learning  
Survey 2 question Class A Class B 
 N Mean St Dev N Mean St Dev 
2-23 I like that my class meets in 
the classroom and computer lab. 16 3.06 0.250 15 2.73 0.704 
2-24 The fact that my class meets 
in the classroom and computer lab 
helps me learn English. 
16 3.13 0.500 15 2.73 0.799 
All items 16 3.095 0.375 15 2.73 0.7515 
Cronbach’s Alpha based on 
standardized items 0.636 0.937 
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Table 25. Survey 3: Students’ views about blended learning  
Survey 3 question Class A Class B 
 N Mean St Dev N Mean St Dev 
3-1 I like that my class meets in 
the classroom and computer lab. 15 3.00 0.535 14 3.00 0.679 
3-2 The fact that my class meets 
in the classroom and computer lab 
helps me learn English. 
15 3.20 0.414 14 3.07 0.616 
3-10 I like both classroom 
activities and MyNorthStarLab 
online activities. 
15 3.00 0.655 14 3.00 0.555 
3-13 All IEOP classes should 
have online activities (such as 
MyNorthStarLab or other Internet 
activities) in addition to regular 
class activities. 
15 2.87 0.640 14 2.93 0.829 
3-14 I would recommend a class 
that uses MyNorthStarLab online 
activities in addition to class 
activities to other students. 
15 2.80 0.676 14 2.86 0.770 
3-15 I would like to take another 
IEOP English class that has 
MyNorthStarLab online activities 
together with the regular class 
activities.    
15 2.73 0.884 14 2.57 0.852 
All items 15 2.93 0.634 14 2.90 0.716 
Cronbach’s Alpha based on 
standardized items  0.392 0.894 
 
The ratings are slightly lower for both classes when it comes to questions 3-13, 3-14, and 3-
15 in survey 3. These questions asked about a blended option of other IEOP classes, 
recommending the class to other students, and taking another blended learning class. 
Students do think that other classes should include online activities (question 3-13: 2.87 class 
A and 2.93 class B), and would recommend the class to others (question 3-14: 2.80 class A 
and 2.86 class B). The lowest rating among the three items was obtained on the last question. 
Some students in class B would not like to take another IEOP blended learning class 
(question 3-15: 2.57). The explanation could be found in students comments on that question. 
Student 204 from class B wrote: “I don’t want to take IEOP again”, while student 205 
remarked “I don’t want to take another class like this because I think that online activities 
should be left for homework”. These students feel that their English is good enough, so no 
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more ESL classes are necessary no matter what their format is and that the present format of 
the class does not work for them. While the blended model may work for the majority of 
students, it may not work for all.  
 
On the other hand, the students would like another blended learning class because: it 
increases English speaking opportunity (student 102), it can help improve the grade (student 
115), it is popular and students like it (student 209), it is interesting and attractive (student 
106), MNSL can help improve listening and speaking (student 207), and MNSL gives more 
practice (student 212). In the focus group, student 204 from class B mentioned the extra 
practice available in the computer lab as “the teacher teaches things in regular classes and we 
review them on the computer” (Student focus group, p. 1). This was the same advantage 
Grace and Bill brought up in the interviews several times and shows teacher and student 
agreement about useful qualities of blended instruction. Teachers, students, and the 
administrator also agreed about other advantages of blended instruction such as preparation 
for future college studies (Teacher focus group, p. 7; Bill, interview 3, p. 10; Administrator 
interview, p. 3), autonomous learning (Grace, interview 2, p. 9; Bill, pilot study, interview 2, 
p. 12; Teacher focus group, p. 7), and the ability to work at one’s own pace (Grace, interview 
2, p. 12). The following student comments illustrate these benefits: 
 
Meeting both in the classroom and the computer lab prepares us for taking courses in 
our major in the future. When taking (these) courses, we’ll need to learn a lot of 
things by ourselves via a computer at home. So we are getting used to the teaching 
method of courses in our major. (Student focus group, p. 5) 
 
Students have less freedom in a regular class than in a lab class. In a regular class, 
students learn the same things from the teacher together. Due to their various English 
proficiency levels, they learn English to different degrees. In contrast, students have 
their “personal space” in a lab. They are not affected by each other while studying 
and improve their English at their own pace. (Student focus group, p. 5-6) 
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These findings support positive student attitudes found in previous literature (Echavez-
Solano, 2003; Scida & Saury, 2006; Ushida 2005).  
 
In addition to positive attitudes, some students expressed negative views of the class in the 
focus group. These comments were about the course content which was seen as easy (student 
212, 204) and vocabulary too simple (student 213) (Student focus group, p. 4 and p. 1). 
Several students also complained that the course did not sufficiently prepare them for the 
TOEFL test which they needed to pass to exit the program: 
The textbook of the L/S class—not only the textbook for this class but those for other 
classes—are not helpful for our TOEFL preparation. We have to pass TOEFL at the 
end of the semester, but these textbooks have nothing to do with TOEFL. (Student 
212, Student focus group, p. 4) 
 
I feel you don’t really learn much useful things from the computer lessons. They are 
not helpful for TOEFL as well. (Student 208, Student focus group, p. 1) 
 
I feel the vocabulary is not helpful for our preparation for the TOEFL test. (Student 
213, Student focus group, p. 1) 
 
These views indicate that the course may not have met the perceived language needs of all 
students. Both positive and negative participant views can be informative for blended course 
design.  
 
Participant attitudes and the hypothetical class  
When using the findings from classes A and B to describe the hypothetical lower-
intermediate level listening/speaking class in IEOP it could be concluded that the teacher and 
student views of the innovation would be positive overall. hypothetical class participants 
would likely recommend the class to others and would welcome the technology which makes 
the blending possible in other classes, too. Students would probably like the class format and 
find it helpful for improving their English although not all of them would like to take another 
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blended learning class in the future. Furthermore, it is possible that both the teacher and the 
students would recognize the same advantages such as more opportunities for language 
practice, preparation for college classes which use LMSs, as well as taking responsibility for 
and self-pacing one’s own learning. 
Research question 4: Innovation-decision process 
The fourth research question looked at the stages the two main participants, Bill and Grace, 
went through as they learned about the innovation and started using it. The stages of the 
innovation-decision process are five stages described by Rogers (2003):  knowledge, 
persuasion, decision, implementation, and confirmation. Rogers’ (2003) characteristics of 
each stage were looked for in the data during the analysis. 
The innovation-decision process was studied through teacher interviews (four interviews 
with Bill and three with Grace) and lab observations of both classes. Experiences of other 
participants were collected in the teacher focus group, administrator interview, and teacher 5 
interview. First, Bill’s experience is told and then Grace’s. In the last part, the discussion of 
similarities and differences in the process is presented followed by the observations about the 
future of the innovation in the program. 
 
Bill’s experience 
The first stage Bill passed through was the knowledge stage in which the individual seeks 
knowledge about the innovation according to Rogers (2003, p.169). Since Bill was exposed 
to the innovation a year before Grace, he passed through the knowledge stage during the pilot 
study. From the first pilot interview with Bill, it was clear that he had had awareness about 
learning management systems before the study. For example, he heard that WebCT and 
Moodle were used in classes at Iowa State.  He said: 
I hear about different teaching tools that are utilized today that I’m not familiar with-- 
WebCT or Moodle. I hear these terms and I really don’t know what they are. I’ve never 
been in a position to need them. I don’t know how they are utilized in class. Classroom 
management techniques, tool-- I don’t know anything about those. So, in that regard I’m 
way behind [other instructors]. (Teacher interview 1, pilot study, p. 5) 
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Here Bill also articulated the lack of need to use the LMS. This indicates that the awareness 
of the innovation came before the real need for it. However, Bill was interested in learning 
about the innovation and using it with the class. Where did this need come from?  Bill may 
have hinted at it in the same answer -- he felt he was behind other instructors who were using 
this technology and looked at this study as an opportunity to learn new skills. Later in the 
same interview, Bill confirmed this view: “I fear that I’m behind times with technology, and 
that other people utilize it more than I do” (p. 10)”. The situation that an individual had 
developed a need for an innovation after learning that the innovation existed was mentioned 
in Rogers (2003) as one of the possible ways the innovation-decision process starts.  
 
In addition to not needing to use the LMS, Bill’s response showed that he did not know how 
the LMS worked or was used; that is, he did not have how-to knowledge necessary to use the 
innovation properly (Rogers, 2003, p. 173). He was, however, able to speculate why an 
innovation of this kind would be beneficial:  
I think [MyNorthStarLab] will bring additional opportunities to practice what they 
(students) talked about in class. Not just materials that are in the book but also additional 
things that they can do as many times as they wish in some cases if that is not submitted 
for grading and there is a deadline involved. So, it’s just more opportunities. I think they 
need to be exposed to things numerous of times. And this allows them. And again it is 
convenient for them. They can do it any time, any place for homework or during regular 
lab time. So, I think that’s a big benefit. And the fact it is not coming from a book. It is 
different--it is new, it is somewhat unique. I think it is more interesting for them, at least I 
hope they view it like that. (Teacher interview 1, pilot study, p. 9) 
 
From this response it can be seen that additional practice, exposure to language, convenience, 
and uniqueness are seen as possible advantages of the innovation. Bill was also able to 
speculate about how he could be using the innovation with the class which served as a lead 
into the persuasion stage. 
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The gap in Bill’s how-to knowledge was addressed in the persuasion stage when he started 
exploring the innovation. As already discussed, Bill was not given formal training because he 
preferred to look at the innovation by himself and ask me questions if necessary. The fact 
that I was around to show him certain functions of the innovation underline the social 
reinforcement necessary for the individual in this stage (Rogers, 2003). The main outcome of 
the stage was formation of a favorable attitude towards the innovation and Bill’s decision to 
use it with the class after the initial self-familiarization.   
 
After the short persuasion stage, Bill moved to the decision stage and piloting of the 
innovation which involved work with the LMS for one semester to determine its real 
usefulness. Trialing has a place in the innovation-decision process because innovations that 
can be tried out are adopted faster overall (Rogers, 2003). According to the feedback 
obtained in the second pilot interview, the trial appeared to be a success because Bill was 
satisfied with the innovation which he saw as well-designed, relevant, and valuable. In 
addition, he could also clearly articulate its advantages: monitoring student progress, record 
keeping and management, time saving, and individualized assessment. This further 
strengthened the positive views of the innovation Bill already expressed in the previous 
stage. Lab observations showed that the innovation was regularly used throughout the 
semester. In the second pilot interview Bill said he was interested in the continued innovation 
use and was happy to recommend it to his colleagues. His positive experience influenced the 
decision to use the innovation on the program level a year later. The administrator confirmed 
Bill’s and my influence in her interview. She said: “I think because you had worked with Bill 
and because we knew somebody who had an interest in it. And Bill talked about it and 
advantages and people were interested in at least in trying” (Administrator interview, p. 4). 
She also shared that without my and Bill’s involvement the implementation “probably 
wouldn’t have happened” (Administrator interview, p. 5). The administrator’s feedback 
highlights the importance of the change agent (me) and the early adopter (Bill) in the 
introduction of the new technology and instructional method in an IEP setting. 
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The next stage of the innovation-decision process, implementation stage, involves the 
continued use of the innovation and its use on a regular basis (Rogers, 2003, p. 199). A year 
later, at the beginning of this study, Bill continued integrating MNSL in his blended learning 
class. He enjoyed having me in the computer lab because there were times when I could help 
out. He thought that other teachers would have probably liked to receive that kind of 
assistance, too. The class worked on MNSL materials in the computer lab two times a week 
and received online homework. Bill liked having more lab time (an increase from once a 
week during the pilot) because he felt it worked well for the students who needed more 
support from him. He also felt he’d like to continue with two lab days (Bill, interview 2). It 
can be speculated that for Bill the next stage, confirmation, would seem like a natural stage to 
be in because the innovation would be so integrated that it would not be seen as new 
anymore.  Integration of the innovation into one’s ongoing routine is a feature of the 
confirmation stage (Rogers, 2003, p. 199).  
 
Rogers (2003, p. 195) cautions that “we should not assume sharp distinctions between each 
stage”. One of the descriptors of the confirmation stage is the promotion of the innovation to 
others (Rogers, 2003, p. 199). This quality could be clearly seen in Bill’s implementation 
stage because he talked about innovation promotion in all of his interviews and was observed 
helping others use it. From the beginning of the semester, Bill was aware of the advantage he 
had over other teachers “because I’m the only person who knows about the MNSL who is 
teaching listening/speaking [this semester]” (Bill, interview 1, p. 9). Bill decided to use his 
previous experience with the innovation to assist his colleagues and sent an e-mail in the 
fourth week of the semester inviting teachers to a workshop. He had heard that some teachers 
hesitated to use MNSL or were having difficulties registering students, so in the workshop he 
demonstrated his course and answered questions. Bill used his interpersonal networks to 
convey a positive view of the innovation. His colleagues appreciated this effort and found the 
workshop helpful for having questions answered (Teacher 1, Teacher focus group, p. 11), 
useful for figuring things out (Teacher 2, Teacher focus group, p. 11), and the moment when 
they “got it” (Teacher 5 interview, p. 7). In the first interview Bill shared he hoped other 
teachers saw him as a person to come to if they had a question. Indeed, the other teachers did 
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see Bill as a great help because they could go to his office and ask questions (Teacher 5), and 
sit down with him and observe what he was doing (Teacher 1). Teacher 1 believed Bill’s 
assistance shortened the learning curve and made it easier to learn about the innovation 
(Teacher focus group, p. 17). At the end of the semester, Bill mentioned he was regarded as 
an authority on MNSL by other teachers. This is his explanation: 
I end up having to explain things and show other instructors how to do certain things. 
And so that has solidified my comfort level because just being in that position I’m 
forced to use it more and get into areas that I might normally get into just to show 
people how to use it. And that’s helped me. […] Because I think, if they are asking 
me, I must know something about it. [laughter] Makes you feel pretty good about 
yourself. (Bill, interview 3, p. 5) 
While Bill has always felt comfortable with technology, being in position to assist others 
increased his comfort level even further and resulted in him being rightfully recognized 
among the colleagues for his help and technical skills. The qualities of being respected and 
considered a role model by peers have been previously noted in other early adopters (Rogers, 
2003, p. 283).  
 
Grace’s experience 
Grace had not used or known about the innovation before the study started. Her exposure 
started in the knowledge stage when she learned about MNSL from me and about WebCT 
she used as a student in the Chinese class (awareness knowledge--information that an 
innovation exists (Rogers, 2003, p. 173)). She was trying to figure out WebCT by herself and 
stated she needed time to do so (Grace, interview 1, p. 8). She attended the first MNSL 
teacher training workshop which she found helpful, asked Bill for help, and explored the 
materials herself. All of these behaviors helped Grace obtain how-to knowledge of the 
innovation (information necessary to use the innovation properly (Rogers, 2003, p. 173)). It 
appears that for Grace the need for the innovation came after she learned about its existence; 
when asked about it in the first interview, Grace mentioned needing an LMS for easier access 
to materials, automatic scoring, and to save time for the teacher.  
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In interview 1, Grace could envision how she could use MNSL with her class. She speculated 
about assigning listening and vocabulary activities for homework in MNSL which would 
leave more time for speaking activities in the face-to-face part of the class. Hypothesizing 
about the innovation use and seeking social reinforcement from others are characteristics of 
the persuasion stage (Rogers, 2003, p. 175). Grace especially liked having me in the 
computer lab with her because that forced her to dive in and play with the system. Reflecting 
on the first few weeks, Grace said: “If I hadn’t been doing this with you, I may not have done 
it” (Grace, interview 2, p. 5). The new class format and stressful beginning of the semester 
made her feel overwhelmed, but the change agent’s support and exposure to the innovation 
slowly made everything feel easy and her feel more confident. Later in the semester, Grace 
told me she understood the discomfort some teachers felt and that having me support her was 
the only thing that made a difference for her compared to them (Grace, interview 3, p. 11). 
This could suggest the importance of the change agent in shaping Grace’s experience. 
 
Although Grace did not have a chance to pilot the innovation for a semester as Bill did, her 
initial use of it resembled a trial phase which is usually a part of the decision stage. The first 
lab meeting, Grace assigned six different types of exercises in MNSL to see how students 
would do. She was getting familiar with the format and realizing what to spend lab time on. 
By the end of the first unit, she knew what to do better next time and told me she liked 
MNSL more now that she was more familiar with it (Grace, interview 2). Moreover, Grace 
revealed that other teachers are turning to her for help (Grace, lab observation, September 22) 
making her feel good. In the focus group, Teacher 1 who shared an office with Grace talked 
about getting assistance from her which made him comfortable early on (Teacher focus 
group, p. 17). As in case with Bill, Grace is seen as an early adopter by the social group, the 
one who provides advice and information and serves as a role model (Rogers, 2003, p. 283). 
  
If the work on the first unit represented the decision stage for Grace, then the rest of the 
semester’s work constituted the implementation stage. Grace reported being in the routine 
and knowing exactly what to do. In the last interview, I asked Grace to describe how her 
feelings about the innovation changed from the moment she started using it: 
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I know that at the beginning I was very overwhelmed and felt very much in the dark. I 
was a little nervous about trying to lead them (students), when I did not even know. I 
was really glad you were there. Because I’m not a very technical person, anyway. I 
was trying all the different activities and curious to see how they would do. As the 
semester went on, I got into my groove and figured out exactly how I wanted to use it 
and what I liked about it. I was always a little nervous about the tests because it seems 
we had quite a few technical problems about the test, but even that I felt comfortable 
enough towards the end. It got pretty easy towards the end. I knew I would go in and 
knew exactly what I want to put on there. And even grading them (students) and 
listening to them, I knew what I wanted to do. I was happy with it. (Grace, interview 
3, p. 2) 
The excerpt shows how Grace grew confident about the innovation use.  Although the 
experience was “painful at times, she liked being challenged” and concluded that this was 
definitely the best computer experience she had ever had (Grace, interview 3, p. 2). Grace 
liked having all the materials provided and knowing what to assign. She would like to 
continue using the innovation in the future and offered to help other teachers in the process.  
  
Bill and Grace’s experience: Similarities and differences  
There are many similarities between stages in the innovation diffusion process Bill and Grace 
went through. Both teachers passed through the first four stages: knowledge, persuasion, 
decision, and implementation. Neither knew how to use an LMS before the study, but once it 
was introduced and they gained basic knowledge of it, the need became apparent. Bill wanted 
to learn new technical skills and Grace was using another LMS as a student, which may have 
additionally motivated her to learn. During the course of the study, both Bill and Grace were 
seen as a useful source of assistance to others and it seems that their previous technology 
skills did not influence how their colleagues perceived their comfort with the new 
technology. Both participants shared that helping other teachers, in turn, helped them feel 
more confident. 
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My work with Bill and Grace made the process easier because I was present in their 
computer labs on many occasions and could help assist students, solve technical problems, 
and address their concerns on the spot. It appears that my help was especially welcome for 
Grace who at the beginning did not feel comfortable about her computer skills nor her ability 
to use the platform with students. She recognized my assistance as a crucial element in her 
success with the innovation which points to the significance of the change agent’s role in 
working with a novice technology user. Here the difference in technology comfort level 
between participants could have influenced the experience and views of the innovation, but 
this was not the case. Both teachers reported having a positive experience and an interest in 
continued innovation use.   
 
One of the differences between the participants was Bill’s longer exposure to the innovation 
which in turn made him a stronger advocate for its adoption. Bill took an active part in 
promoting the innovation to others and was seen by the administrator as the key person 
together with the change agent. 
 
Innovation diffusion and the hypothetical class teacher 
Based on the experience of two teachers it could be speculated that the teacher of the 
hypothetical listening/speaking lower-intermediate class would follow the same stages of the 
innovation-decision process (knowledge, persuasion, decision and implementation) as Bill 
and Grace. After learning about the innovation either in a training session or through 
individual exploration, the teacher could probably be able to hypothesize about the 
innovation benefits and make plans for its use. In the persuasion stage, the teacher would 
likely seek social reinforcement and welcome the assistance of others (for example a more 
experienced colleague) especially if not particularly technology savvy. This teacher’s trial 
period could vary in length but would probably result in a decision to put the innovation into 
practice. The same teacher would also likely offer to help others which would increase 
his/her technology comfort level as was the case of Bill and Grace.  
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Future of the innovation and IEOP as an organization 
Bill and Grace’s experience with the diffusion process is very similar and positive, but it 
represents only a small piece of a larger picture about the diffusion in organizations or “a 
stable system of individuals who work together to achieve common goals” (Rogers, 2003, p. 
433), in this case IEOP.  Rogers writes that innovations which require individual decisions 
are generally more rapidly diffused than those that require collective decisions (p. 221). 
Since IEOP’s decision on the innovation’s sustained use is not made by a single individual 
(administrator, Bill or Grace), this process needs to be followed longitudinally over a longer 
time period than this study allowed for. Nevertheless, the feedback of teachers and 
administrators may provide a glimpse into the future of the innovation in this organization. 
 
At the end of the study, three out of five teachers interviewed expressed interest in the 
continued use of the innovation because they would like to master it, could use it more 
effectively, and the materials were interesting and students were engaged which in turn led to 
great class discussions. One teacher gave it 50% chance because the students did not like the 
topics that much, but was more willing and likely to use the textbook with the online 
component as opposed to without it.  
 
All participants were asked about the likelihood of the program-wide adoption. Their views 
were mixed: Grace thought the innovation would be used again, Bill and the administrator 
believed that the chances are around 50%, while Teacher 5, although personally in favor of it, 
suspected the innovation would be discontinued. They listed the following reasons for the 
continued use: a lot of teachers had positive experiences, those teachers would offer to help 
others, and the program does not change textbooks very often. On the other hand, reasons 
that would hinder the diffusion were: the cost of the materials to students, the materials not 
meeting students’ needs, the lack of academic content at higher levels, and difficulties with 
students losing access codes for MNSL. The administrator also brought up the fact that the 
program had a large increase in the student body that semester which made it more hectic at 
the beginning when the innovation should have been given sufficient attention to insure its 
adequate use. In addition, the increase in the teaching staff made it difficult to coordinate 
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both the new hire orientation and innovation training causing some teachers not to feel 
prepared and know what is expected of them. It appears that a combination of issues affected 
teachers’ innovation-diffusion experience.  
 
While Bill and Grace’s experience certainly adds to the positive view of the innovation, the 
choice to adopt or reject lies with all members of the system. At this point in time, it remains 
unclear whether the innovation will be adopted or not. To find that out, the program and the 
teachers need to be followed in future semesters, which goes beyond the scope of this study. 
Moreover, the difficulties listed above should be addressed before the program offers the 
blended learning listening/speaking class again. For example, teachers could be required to 
attend MNSL training session before the semester to plan their lab classes and learn how to 
troubleshoot students’ technical problems. I believe that the presence of Bill and Grace 
among the teaching staff and their positive experiences could help the program overcome 
potential issues and focus on advantages the innovation brings to the teaching and learning 
process. 
Chapter summary 
This chapter presented and discussed the results of four research questions. Data sources 
analyzed were both qualitative (teacher interviews, class and lab observations, student and 
teacher focus groups) and quantitative (student LMS records, student surveys) in nature. The 
findings about the blended learning model indicate that teachers and students in classes A 
and B could observe integration of face-to-face and CALL modes and that students could 
practice all language skills in both modes because of parallel content distribution. This type 
of distribution also allowed online content presentation and in-class review/practice as well 
as in-class presentation and online practice. A variety of interactional patterns among the 
teacher, students, and the computer were observed while teachers took on several roles such 
as those of instructors, facilitators, and monitors.  
 
In the second research question, evidence was found that the use of MyNorthStarLab in 
blended learning classes represented an innovation according to Rogers’ definition (2003). 
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However, the findings remain inconclusive when Markee’s definition of innovation (1997) 
was employed. Furthermore, data analysis indicated that both positive (relative advantage, 
compatibility, trialability, observability) and negative (complexity) innovation attributes were 
present. Teachers believed the availability of MNSL in the computer lab was an 
improvement from the past and they praised online materials for abundance and variety of 
exercises, and time saving and individualized feedback features. Teacher interviews and 
student surveys showed participants could see the value of online pronunciation, speaking, 
and listening activities. Evidence for the presence of complexity among the innovation 
attributes was found in the time-consuming nature of providing student feedback for teachers 
and problems with computer software for students.  
 
Overall, teachers and students expressed positive attitudes towards the innovation. Both 
teachers would be interested in using the innovation in future semesters and in other IEOP 
skill classes. Moreover, two teachers reported they would recommend the innovation to 
others. On average, students in classes A and B agreed that the blend of class and online 
instruction helped them learn English. Preparation for future college studies, opportunities 
for autonomous learning, and the ability to work at one’s own pace were advantages reported 
by both teachers and students. 
  
The data analysis in the last research question showed that two teachers passed through the 
first four stages of the innovation-decision process (knowledge, persuasion, decision and 
implementation) as described by Rogers (2003). The difference in previous technology 
expertise between them did not seem to influence the diffusion process which was helped by 
the change agent. For one of the teachers the promotion of the innovation to colleagues could 
suggest the outset of the final, fifth stage of the process, the confirmation stage. Based on the 
analysis of two classes and their teachers, descriptions of the hypothetical blended learning 
listening/speaking class at the lower-intermediate level were given for each research 
question.    
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The next chapter reiterates the purpose of the study, summarizes key findings by four 
research questions and synthesizes information about the hypothetical class. Next, limitations 
of the data collection procedures and data collection instruments are considered followed by 
practical and theoretical implications. The section on directions for future research concludes 
the chapter. 
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
The purpose of this case study was to describe the blended learning environment in an ESL 
class where the use of online CALL materials delivered through a commercially-made 
learning management system created the blend. The study explored the blended learning 
model using criteria previously outlined in the blended language learning literature 
(Neumeier, 2005). It approached blended learning from the theoretical standpoint of an 
innovation (Rogers, 2003) and employed the innovation-diffusion framework to investigate 
the innovation, its attributes, stages of its adoption, and attitudes towards it.  
 
This chapter summarizes key findings by four research questions and synthesizes information 
about the hypothetical class. Next, limitations of the data collection procedures and data 
collection instruments are considered. The discussion of practical implications for language 
programs and teachers and theoretical implications for innovation and blended learning 
frameworks ensues. Directions for future research offers suggestions for building on the 
results of this dissertation and for continuing research on blended language learning. The 
chapter ends with general conclusions. 
Research findings 
This section summarizes results of the study and presents them by research questions. First, 
the blended model is discussed followed by the investigation on innovation and its attributes 
(second research question), participants’ attitudes towards the innovation (third research 
question) and stages of the innovation-decision process (fourth research question). 
  
Blended learning model  
The first research question was: How is the blended learning model used? How are the two 
modes, face-to-face and CALL, integrated? The description of the model was guided by the 
framework proposed by Neumeier (2005). The framework consisted of six parameters for 
blended learning design: 1) mode, 2) model of integration, 3) distribution of learning content 
and objectives, 4) language teaching methods, 5) involvement of learning subjects, and 6) 
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location. The analysis included the experience of students and teachers in classes A and B, 
which was used to paint a description of the hypothetical lower-intermediate 
listening/speaking class in the model. Data sources were teacher interviews, class and lab 
observations, student focus group, student LMS records, and student surveys. 
 
Regarding the first parameter, mode, blended learning classes met in face-to-face and CALL 
modes. It was found that mode distribution depended on the amount of homework assigned 
as well as the number of extra-curricular activities which replaced some of lab meetings for 
class B. When the time spent in a mode was used to determine the lead mode, face-to-face 
mode was the lead for class A and CALL mode for class B. However, when the negotiation 
and organization of content was used as an indicator, it was argued that face-to-face mode 
was the lead mode in class B since all negotiation was performed there. Class observations 
showed the kind of activities that took place in the face-to-face mode, an important piece of 
evidence missing from previous studies which mainly focused on describing materials in the 
CALL mode. The examination of sub-modes showed that classes A and B worked on 
listening, speaking, pronunciation, grammar, and vocabulary activities in both CALL and 
face-to-face modes. Further investigation indicated that all materials in both modes were 
obligatory because students were not seen as autonomous learners by their teachers. Teacher 
interviews and student surveys showed that participants could observe mode integration. 
Integration episodes (teacher making explicit connection between modes) were also noted in 
observation data and were more frequent in class A than class B. Integration represents one 
of the most important parameters because the lack of integration is the main reason why 
blended models in the past did not work well (Chenoweth et al., 2006; Stracke, 2007). In this 
study, successful mode integration represents a major strength and can serve as an example 
for other blended learning models. 
 
Distribution of learning content in classes A and B was parallel because all language skills 
could be practiced in both modes. Speaking and pronunciation activities usually restricted to 
the face-to-face mode in the past (Adair-Hauck et al., 1999) were made possible due to the 
Wimba recording feature in MNSL. As in previous studies, the kind of computer technology 
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influenced content distribution. It was observed that Bill and Grace used two patterns of 
content distribution: 1) online presentation and in-class review/practice, and 2) in-class 
presentation and online practice. Teachers also chose to distribute content based on the type 
of activities because they saw that some activities were more suitable for one mode than the 
other. To illustrate, both Bill and Grace had students work on final speaking activities in the 
unit in the face-to-face mode. 
 
The examination of language teaching methods showed NorthStar materials were created on 
premises that matched teachers’ views of pedagogically-sound materials, such as the 
correspondence between instructional and real-life tasks. Bill described his teaching methods 
as communicative and Grace as routine-oriented. In keeping with their teaching philosophies, 
Bill worked on building a comfortable atmosphere in his class and engaging students while 
Grace stressed the introduction of a consistent schedule early on in the semester. 
 
A number of interactional patterns were observed in the two classes: in the face-to-face mode 
teachers interacted with the individual student, the whole class, and students in pair/group 
work, while students interacted with teachers and with other student(s) in pair and group 
work. The dominant pattern in class A observations was teacher-individual student. Pair and 
group work were practiced in class B every time a class observation was made (12 instances 
total in 8 class observations) which was more often than in class A (3 instances total in 6 
class observations). Bill believed that his students determined the amount of pair/group work 
due to their lack of motivation, possible lack of previous experience with this kind of 
instructional method, and personal preferences. In the CALL mode, teachers and students 
interacted through the computer, and students interacted with the computer and through the 
computer with other students. In the first pattern, teachers provided written feedback to 
students’ oral recordings and in the third students interacted with each other through the 
asynchronous discussion board.  
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In regard to participant roles, it was found that Bill and Grace assumed a variety of roles in 
the new environment. In the classroom they were teachers and instructors who conveyed new 
information and led students in practice while in the lab their role changed to that of 
facilitators, helpers, and monitors. This supports Neumeier’s claim (2005) that blended 
learning environments encompass a diversity of participant roles. Two teachers differed in 
the amount of support provided to students in the lab; while Bill was actively engaged and 
liked giving feedback on the spot (helper), Grace preferred to step back and let students work 
on their own (monitor). According to the teachers, the characteristics of their successful 
students were responsibility for one’s learning, regular attendance, and hard work. 
 
Based on the data collected, the most frequent location where learning took place was the 
classroom followed by the computer lab and student homes. Majority of students in both 
classes reported liking to work on MNSL in the lab as well as at home. While most of class A 
students would not like to have online activities assigned only for homework, most of class B 
students would not object to such content distribution. This indicates that access to the CALL 
mode for students may be a matter of personal preference.  
 
Innovation and its attributes 
The second research question contained two lines of inquiry about the innovation. The actual 
questions asked were: Do participants see the use of a commercial LMS in a technology-
enhanced blended learning class as an innovation? How do participants perceive innovation 
attributes? The examination of the innovation was approached from two theoretical 
perspectives: Diffusion of Innovations (Rogers, 2003) and Curricular Innovation Model 
(Markee, 1997). The data were collected from three interviews with each teacher, student 
survey one, and student focus group.  
 
In relation to the perception of innovation, views of teachers and students differed depending 
on which of the two definitions was applied. It was found that the use of the LMS in the 
blended learning class represented an innovation for two teachers and most of their students 
according to Rogers’ definition while the findings remain inconclusive when Markee’s 
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definition was employed. For both Bill and Grace this study provided the first exposure to 
learning management systems and MyNorthStarLab in a blended IEOP class. Similarly, 94% 
of students in class A and 93% in class B had never used an LMS before the outset of the 
study. Finally, 94% of class A and 87.5% of class B had not taken blended learning classes 
before. Therefore, MyNorthStarLab use in the blended learning class represented an 
innovation for both teachers and students according to Rogers’ definition. 
 
In the case of Markee’s definition, the evidence for the first dimension of innovation- new 
teaching materials- was found in teacher interview data. The second dimension, development 
of new methodological skills, was not documented because, overall, Bill and Grace did not 
change the way they instructed the blended learning class. Some changes in teacher’s role 
were reported by Bill because he was monitoring and assisting students more than in the 
traditional class but no evidence for longitudinal changes over two semesters of observation 
was found. At the beginning of the study Grace speculated about changing instruction to take 
advantage of machine-graded vocabulary and listening activities online but had to modify her 
plan during the course of the semester because students did not learn vocabulary items well 
when they studied them only online. At the end of the study, Grace reported that in future 
blended classes she intended to attempt again her plan of moving some activities online. 
Markee argues that “the intention to implement an innovation cannot be interpreted as proof 
of actual implementation” (1997, p. 157) so until methodological changes actually take place, 
the second product of innovation cannot be seen. The evidence for the development of new 
pedagogical beliefs, the least tangible of all dimensions, was not sought in this study which is 
one of the major limitations. I believed that for two teachers the lack of changes in class 
instruction would translate into the lack of changes in pedagogical values. According to 
Markee (1997, p. 53), there is empirical evidence which indicates that teachers’ beliefs may 
change as a result of their experience. In this case this finding could suggest that the lack of 
experience with new methodological skills caused no change in pedagogical beliefs. In sum, 
the assessment of the innovation according to Markee’s definition (1997) is incomplete based 
on the data in this study. 
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After the novelty of LMS technology and blended class format was established according to 
Rogers’ framework (2003), the second question explored five innovation attributes: relative 
advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialability, and observability (Rogers, 2003). 
Triangulation of data collection procedures (interviews with teachers and administrator, 
student surveys, student and teacher focus groups) allowed for each of these characteristics to 
be thoroughly examined. The study found the presence of both positive (relative advantage, 
compatibility, trialability, and observability) and negative (complexity) innovation qualities.  
 
The first quality, relative advantage, could be observed by both teachers and most of the 
students. The availability of MNSL in the computer lab was an improvement from the past; it 
provided Grace with teaching materials and Bill with useful features that web sites he used to 
assign to students did not have. Previously, Grace did not know how to use the computer lab 
and find appropriate materials on the Internet. Teachers valued MNSL due to its abundance 
and variety of exercises, and time saving features for the teacher in form of grade keeping 
(Bill) and oral skills assessment (Grace). This time-saving quality of the innovation 
represents a common subdimension of relative advantage, according to Rogers (2003, p. 
233). Bill and Grace’s interviews and their students’ surveys showed they could see the value 
of online pronunciation, speaking, and listening activities. Bill stressed the uniqueness of 
online pronunciation practice not possible in the face-to-face class. Speaking practice in 
MNSL was reported helpful for shy students, in addition to mimicking real-life and test 
situations. These findings indicate the oral skills could be practiced in the CALL mode, thus 
overcoming major limitations in earlier blended learning studies where students could 
practice only reading, grammar, and vocabulary (Adair-Hauck et al., 1999) and reading and 
writing (Green and Youngs, 2001) in the CALL mode. However, not all students liked 
speaking online which shows that individual student differences play a role. Finally, another 
major advantage for teachers was the ability to provide individualized feedback. This feature 
was already recognized as a benefit of blended learning environments by participants in 
Echavez-Solano (2003) and Scida and Saury (2006). Here, MNSL records showed that Bill 
provided longer and more detailed feedback than Grace. The scope and length of teacher 
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feedback in turn influenced students’ ratings of its usefulness according to their survey 
answers.  
 
In relation to the second quality, it was found that the innovation was compatible with the 
needs of the two teachers. Bill felt that the innovation met his need to learn new computer 
skills while Grace saw the innovation as helping her save time. For both teachers the need to 
use the innovation had come after they learned about its existence. According to Rogers 
(2003) a need can exist before an innovation is found to fulfill it or, as in this case, the 
innovation can create a need. 
 
Evidence for the presence of the third innovation quality, complexity, was found in the time-
consuming nature of providing student feedback for teachers and problems with computer 
software for students. It is interesting to note that teachers viewed the MNSL recording 
feature both as an advantage for giving feedback and a disadvantage because composing 
feedback took a lot of their time. The majority of all student technical complaints dealt with 
incompatibility of Java software which interfered with proper display of activities in the 
computer browser. Overall, student survey responses suggested that both classes found 
MNSL relatively easy to use but that technical difficulties were present. Students’ complaints 
of technical difficulties were frequently reported in blended learning studies (Adair-Hauck et 
al., 2000; Barr et al., 2005; Chenoweth et al. 2006; Echavez-Solano, 2003) and continue to 
present an issue. Although data from lab observations and Bill’s interviews did not indicate 
that students had computer problems, student survey answers showed that difficulties 
persisted through the semester. The discrepancy between instructor’s and students’ views of 
the innovation difficulty stresses the importance of triangulation of methods and surveying of 
student views whenever possible.  
 
The data collected on trialability and observability show that two teachers had sufficient 
opportunities to try the innovation out while their colleagues could observe their experience. 
Bill interacted with MNSL during the pilot study while Grace tried it out during the first 
teacher training workshop. Other teachers could observe Bill’s interactions and learn about 
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his experience with MNSL in a presentation at the end of the pilot study. During the semester 
both Bill and Grace helped other teachers with the innovation which may have additionally 
increased its visibility to others. 
 
Attitudes of participants 
The third research question asked: What are the attitudes of teachers and students towards the 
innovation? The data were collected through teacher interviews, student surveys, and student 
focus group and reveal positive attitudes of teachers and both positive and negative attitudes 
of students. 
  
Interviews with Bill indicated his unchanging positive attitudes towards MNSL and the 
blended class format from the pilot to the present study. Both Bill and Grace would be 
interested in using the innovation in other skill classes (grammar, reading classes) and would 
recommend it to others. Blended learning appears to have worked well for both teachers 
although their ideal time distribution in face to face and CALL mode may be different with 
Bill favoring two lab meetings a week and Grace one.  
 
On average, students in classes A and B agreed that the blend helped them learn English. 
Although class A’s helpfulness ratings were higher that class B’s at first, they improved to 
match class A’s later in the semester. In the last survey both classes on average liked the 
blended format and their ratings are exactly the same. Moreover, on average, both groups 
responded positively to adding online activities to other skill classes and reported they would 
recommend the class to fellow students. These results add to the positive student feedback on 
blended learning in Murday et al. (2008), Scida and Saury (2006), Stracke (2007), and 
Ushida (2005). In this study negative views were also expressed because not all students 
wanted to take another blended learning class. Those who did cited extra language practice as 
one of the main benefits which was also shared by their teachers in addition to preparation 
for future college studies, opportunities for autonomous learning, and the ability to work at 
one’s own pace.  
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Innovation decision process  
The fourth research question was: What stages of the innovation-decision process as 
described by Rogers (2003) do the teachers go through? Teacher interviews and lab 
observations showed that Bill and Grace passed through the first four stages of the 
innovation-decision process. The difference in previous technology expertise between two 
teachers did not seem to influence the diffusion process which was helped by me, the change 
agent. 
 
In the first stage, knowledge stage, teachers gathered information about the innovation. Next, 
teachers formed a positive opinion about the innovation which was strengthened by my 
assistance to Bill during his self-exploration of MNSL and to Grace during her first lab 
meetings. Seeking social reinforcement from others is a characteristic of the persuasion stage 
(Rogers, 2003). In the third, decision stage Bill and Grace chose to use the innovation after 
trying it out. Bill’s trial period lasted longer than Grace’s since he had participated in the 
pilot study two semesters earlier. To try the innovation, Grace assigned a number of different 
MNSL activities in first unit to see how they would work with students. Continued 
innovation use in the present study represented the fourth, implementation stage for Bill, 
while Grace reported being in a routine after completing the first unit. For Bill, the promotion 
of the innovation to colleagues could suggest the outset of the final, fifth stage of the process, 
the confirmation stage.  
 
Hypothetical class 
Experience of classes A and B and their teachers presented above is used to describe a 
hypothetical lower-intermediate listening/speaking class in IEOP in Fall 09. This 
hypothetical class is described based on the similarities and differences between classes A 
and B. While similarities speak about common characteristics, differences highlight the 
variety of options in two classes. Readers can compare the experience of this hypothetical 
blended learning class with classes in their program to make applications to their situation.  
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The hypothetical listening/speaking class in Fall 09 would be composed mainly of Chinese 
students with average paper-based TOEFL scores between 400 and 430 before the start of the 
semester. The students would be lower-intermediate level learners. The hypothetical class 
teacher would have an MA degree and ten or more years of teaching experience both in the 
country and abroad. This teacher could be fairly confident about using instructional 
technology with the class. 
  
The hypothetical class would consist of two modes: face-to-face and CALL. The time spent 
in the face-to-face mode could range from 49%-62% of total instructional time while the time 
in the CALL mode could be between 38%-51%. This distribution could be influenced by the 
amount of MNSL homework which could vary depending on the progress students made in 
the lab and teacher’s structuring of the class. The teacher could prefer to alter mode 
distribution by reducing lab meetings in future semesters.  
 
The availability of listening, speaking, pronunciation, grammar, and vocabulary activities in 
MNSL and in the textbook would allow the class to work on these activities in both modes. 
Diagnostic and unit assessments would be likely administered in the CALL mode. Content 
presentation, content review, and language practice could take place in both modes and could 
be combined in flexible ways. The fact paper and online materials were designed to integrate 
well would help the teacher and students make connections between the modes. In addition, 
the teacher could reinforce mode integration by checking and responding to student work in 
MNSL as well as by addressing common MNSL mistakes and referencing MNSL content in 
class. The teacher, students, and the computer could interact in a variety of ways in this class. 
The amount of student-student interaction could vary based on student motivation and 
teacher’s pedagogy.  
 
After a semester of use, the teacher and most of the students would view the class and MNSL 
technology in a positive light and would recognize the advantages of certain MNSL features 
such as the voice recording tool. The teacher would likely want to continue teaching 
technology-enhanced blended learning classes in the future. If the teacher is an early 
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innovation adopter, he/she would probably pass through the same innovation-decision stages 
as two teachers in this study, regardless of computer technology expertise. The teacher would 
gather knowledge about the innovation through formal training or self-exploration, try the 
innovation out, decide and then use it with the class. Without the change agent’s presence, 
the teacher would be less supported in the computer lab than two teachers in this study so 
he/she would likely welcome the help of others. This is especially true if the teacher is not a 
confident technology user. 
Limitations  
In this dissertation few limitations related to data collection procedures and data sources need 
to be addressed. At present, results of the study should be interpreted having these limitations 
in mind. 
 
First, no data were collected on teachers’ changes in pedagogical values due to the blended 
format of the class. Teachers were asked about their pedagogy before the first semester of 
innovation use but not at the end of the study because no new teaching methods were 
observed. Because this evidence for the third dimension of innovation was missing, it could 
not be determined whether the innovation could be considered a true curricular innovation 
according to Markee’s definition (1997). The data on two other dimensions offered mixed 
findings given that the innovation contained new teaching material but did not bring about 
the change in teaching practices. Future studies looking at curricular innovations could build 
on these shortcomings and seek a possible change in teaching methodology and pedagogy in 
a number of data sources and in a more systematic manner that done here. This could, in turn, 
help create specific pointers for recognizing change that are presently missing from the 
curricular innovation framework.  
 
Second, no instruments were available to record time students spent on textbook homework. 
It could be argued that this time would not have changed the mode distribution since, 
according to the teachers, very few textbook activities had been assigned. Nevertheless, this 
information is important to collect because it could expand the present definition of modes 
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and should be included in mode time calculations in future studies. The next data source 
limitation concerns student LMS records with self-reported time on MNSL homework. 
Because the LMS did not automatically record time on individual activities, I could not 
obtain an unbiased record of CALL mode time. Finally, the student focus group included 
students from class B because they were a more motivated group than class A. At the same 
time these students were the best performers in class B. Feedback from weaker students 
would be equally informative so similar focus groups should sample from both types of 
performers. If class A students had been included, I could have possibly obtained student 
explanations of why pair and group work did not work well. In that case, student opinion 
would corroborate or refute teacher’s speculations.  
 
The final limitation is the lack of assessment measures to demonstrate student language 
improvement over the course of the semester. While both teachers gave MNSL achievement 
tests those were not used to document student progress due to technical difficulties in their 
administration (especially in class B). During the course of the study, the program worked on 
developing curriculum-wide final tests for each skill and class but those were not completed 
by the end of the study. Future research should make an attempt to include systematic 
program assessments that could further support the benefits of blended learning established 
using methods such as those in this dissertation.  
Implications for language programs and language teachers 
I believe that the results of this study can contribute to better understanding of technology-
enhanced blended learning models by language programs and language teachers. The results 
have practical implications for language programs planning to redesign the curriculum to 
include blended learning classes or introduce online CALL materials into the blended 
curriculum. Since this research provided a rich description of two intermediate-level 
listening/speaking ESL classes and based on them the hypothetical class, other Intensive 
English Programs can determine similarities with their listening/speaking classes at the same 
proficiency level to establish whether the findings would transfer to their context. 
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This study highlighted necessary elements to implement technology-enhanced blended 
learning in an Intensive English Program in terms of facilities, technology, teaching 
materials, and teacher support. First, if the program plans to distribute face-to-face and 
CALL mode in the similar way as in this study, it needs to provide access to the computer lab 
for each class at least once a week. Next, the program should decide on an LMS to host 
online content and choose between commercial systems and freely available ones. In this 
study, Bill and Grace preferred having LMS materials provided by the textbook publisher to 
seeking the materials on the Internet. Features of the LMS and type of activities it can 
provide should also be carefully considered because they influence the perception of 
technology difficulty and distribution of learning content.  For example, the grade book and 
online assessments were praised as time saving features by teachers in this study while online 
pronunciation and speaking activities allowed for oral practice in both modes. In this 
dissertation, online and paper materials were closely connected which helped participants 
perceive integration between two parts of the class, a very important feature of blended 
environments. For this reason, the design/choice of materials also needs to be taken into 
account. Finally, this study showed that my support to teachers positively influenced their 
experience with the new technology and class format (especially with novice technology 
users) so a support system should be in place before the new curriculum is implemented.  
 
Teachers who are teaching or preparing to teach a blended language course could learn from 
the experience of Bill and Grace. They could become familiar with model’s features such as: 
1) availability of online tools for language practice and assessment, 2) flexibility of 
combining content presentation/practice in different modes, 3) variety of ways to establish 
interaction with students and among students around the computer, 4) diversity of teacher 
roles in two modes. Moreover, teachers could learn how Bill and Grace’s experience changed 
as they grew familiar with the innovation during its first semester of use and note that the 
technology background did not alter the stages of the innovation-decision process when 
support was available. Finally, given that characteristics of two teachers, students, setting, 
and innovation process were described in detail, teachers can draw parallels to see whether 
the results are applicable to their classes. 
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Implications for Diffusion of Innovations theory 
This study addressed the lack of theoretical background in some blended learning studies 
(Chenoweth & Murday, 2003; Chenoweth et al., 2006; Scida & Saury, 2006; Green & 
Youngs, 2001) by using Diffusion of Innovations theory (Rogers, 2003) as a theoretical 
model. Diffusion of Innovations informed this research in two ways. First, the theory helped 
to conceptualize the study as the study of blended learning as an innovation because of its 
novelty: it was the first semester of MyNorthStarLab introduction into listening/speaking 
classes in IEOP. Second, the theory helped direct the study of innovation towards two of its 
aspects which, to me, appeared would provide most salient data given the access to the 
setting and participants I had: important innovation qualities (second research question) and 
innovation decision stages (third research question).  
 
The study results showed that Diffusion of Innovations can be used to research blended 
language learning in an ESL program. The use of a commercial LMS, MNSL, in technology-
enhanced blended learning classes was found to be an innovation because teachers and 
students did not have any previous experience with it. Also, it was found that the innovation 
shared common attributes of other innovations; the innovation was beneficial to use because 
it saved teachers’ time (relative advantage), it caused technical difficulties to students 
(complexity), it was compatible with teachers’ needs (compatibility), it could be tested before 
use (trialability), and its use could be observed (observability). Finally, two teachers passed 
through the same innovation stages other potential adopters go through.  
 
Without a theoretical background, these findings would represent isolated pieces of evidence 
that would be difficult to systematize and apply to other blended language learning contexts.  
Moreover, by knowing that a teaching practice represents an innovation one could anticipate 
how the innovation could be perceived by teachers and students and how teachers could 
interact with it even before the innovation-decision process starts. By stressing the positive 
innovation qualities and anticipating the negative ones before the innovation is introduced, 
the change agent is more likely to gain the approval and cooperation of teachers and 
administrators. In sum, I believe Diffusion of Innovations can guide the research on blended 
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learning and that applied linguistics can have its place on the list of diffusion research 
disciplines together with sociology, communication, and education. 
Implications for blended learning framework 
In this study, Neumeier’s framework (2005) allowed for a comprehensive description of the 
blended learning environment and many of its elements. The framework was useful for 
addressing gaps in understanding how blended models work in terms of teaching materials 
and methods and participant roles. The description and evaluation of other models could 
follow the same framework, thus allowing comparison among them. As the framework is 
applied, the data that are collected can further refine the framework itself. In this study, two 
of the model’s parameters, mode and interactional patterns, can be revisited in the light of 
study findings. 
 
Regarding the first parameter, mode, the study results indicate that the definition of the lead 
mode may need to be reexamined. Neumeier lists the following qualities of the lead mode: 
· “the learners are guided through the learning process by the lead mode 
·  the sequencing and organization of content or negotiation of content is done and 
presented in the lead mode  
· often the learners spend most of the time in the lead mode” (2005, p. 167) 
 
However, Neumeier does not specify what happens in situations where not all three criteria 
are met, as was the case in this study. Here, the data showed the lead modes in two classes 
differed although the type of instruction and class content remained very similar. In class B 
the lead mode was influenced by: 1) small amount of MNSL homework assigned and 2) lab 
meetings being replaced by extra-curricular activities, which in turn shortened the CALL 
mode time in comparison to class A’s. While I agree that it is important to examine the time 
in each mode, I think that the lead mode should be primarily determined based on the nature 
of instruction that happens in it. Course content use and organization of instruction should be 
more prominent features than the time spent in a mode. As a result, Neumeier’s definition 
should place more weight on the first two criteria than it does now. Finally, blended learning 
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researchers should provide information on course organization and content 
negotiation/presentation so that the lead mode could be easily determined. 
 
While it is informative to calculate the time in each mode, in my opinion, time is a more 
important feature of sub-modes. By recording the time students spent on each textbook 
activity in class as well as on each online activity in the CALL mode, a better description of 
sub-modes could be given than is the case now. This calculation could be expressed as the 
proportion of time in a sub-mode over the total mode time to show exactly how language 
skills practice divided over two modes. As a result, new evidence on value teachers give to 
certain activities could be obtained and information triangulated with evidence from other 
sources such as teacher interviews. 
 
Neumeier’s discussion of interactional patterns represents the weakest aspect of the 
framework and could be revisited for two reasons. First, the form of communication 
determines an interactional pattern so the discussion of this parameter needs to begin with the 
definition of communication especially when the new agent, the computer, is added to the 
teaching and learning environment. Although the patterns humans communicate in the face-
to-face mode may be obvious (e.g. pair and group work), what constitutes communication 
between the computer and the human may not be so clear-cut. Does making a selection from 
a drop-down menu in an LMS grammar activity constitute student-initiated communication 
with the computer while computer’s immediate feedback constitutes a response? If this is the 
case, definition of communication needs to be extended. Second, Neumeier lists three 
categories of interactional patterns that revolve around, through, and with the computer (p. 
173) but the distinction between them is vague. It is hard to tell the difference between 
student to student pattern (interaction through the computer) and student to computer to 
different student pattern (interaction with the computer). For this reason, I did not employ 
Neumeier’s categorization but adopted it to create two categories of patterns by mode (face-
to-face and CALL). All patterns noted in the CALL mode were put into one category. 
Students’ selection or text input in a machine-graded MNSL activity was considered a 
communication signal and computer’s automatic response a returned communication signal. 
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While I acknowledge that I did not come up with an extended definition of communication 
and that my classification may have simplified CALL mode patterns, I believe my discussion 
of interactional patterns is sufficient for the scope of this study. For a more comprehensive 
treatment of patterns, areas of communication studies and human-computer interaction could 
be drawn upon.  
Directions for future research  
While one semester was a sufficient time period for teachers and students to form opinions 
about the innovation and its attributes, all stages of the innovation-decision process could not 
be observed during this time. Since Bill started promoting the innovation to his colleagues, 
there is emerging evidence to suggest that Bill entered the final stage of the process, 
confirmation stage, but more data need to be collected to validate it. Markee (1997) points 
out that the innovation takes time to implement and that this time is always longer than 
expected.  
 
A study building up on the results of this dissertation could continue to follow the same two 
teachers who would be now considered early innovation adopters. In addition to Bill and 
Grace, a subsequent investigation could gather data on other teachers and approach the study 
of the innovation through the experience of the organization (IEOP). Case study that proved 
a suitable methodology in this research could be employed again to investigate IEOP as the 
unit of analysis. Furthermore, future research could extend the investigation to other 
intensive English programs where same or similar LMS technology is used to create the 
blend. The result could be a multiple case study that compares and contrasts experiences of 
several programs. An ambitious future study could do a replication of the seminal work 
Innovation up close: How school improvement works by Huberman and Miles (1984). In this 
multiple case study Huberman and Miles researched 12 educational programs in different 
areas (urban, suburban, rural), different parts of the US (Midwest, Southwest, Northeast), and 
with different educational innovations (e.g. reading, social studies, language arts, vocational 
education, etc) to gather evidence of innovations’ application, adjustment, and re-invention. 
The elaborate study design of these two qualitative research experts could be replicated but 
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this time focusing on instructional technology innovations of the similar nature as in this 
dissertation.  
Conclusion  
To conclude, this dissertation makes a contribution to the fields of computer-assisted 
language learning and applied linguistics. It described the blended learning model and many 
of the features previously unaddressed in literature on blended language learning. Case study 
methodology which incorporated qualitative and quantitative data yielded evidence previous 
comparison studies were not able to provide. The study established that the use of new 
computer technology represented an innovation, and provided evidence of innovation 
characteristics and stages of the innovation diffusion process thus showing that innovations 
theory can have applications in applied linguistics. Despite few methodological limitations, 
this dissertation has practical implications for language programs and teachers and theoretical 
implications for the innovation and blended learning frameworks that informed it.  
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APPENDIX A 
 
Data Collection Schedule-Part 1          FALL 2009 
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Data Collection Schedule-Continued       FALL 2009 
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APPENDIX B 
Interview and focus groups questions 
 
I Teacher interview questions 
 
Interview 1: Bill 
A. Comparison between classes 
1. Can you talk about the class last Fall and this Fall?   
Address: class structure (two lab meetings instead of one, a different computer lab set up), 
choice of activities (what to do in the lab, what online-how do you choose activities), how 
you teach the class, student involvement 
What is similar? 
What is different? 
 
Is there anything you want to do differently than last Fall? 
 
2. How do you feel about MNSL at this point? This is your third semester using it-- (pilot in 
Sp 08, semester F 08). How is this previous experience affecting your present use? 
 
Are there any features of MNSL that you have not use but would like to? 
How do you choose when to assign a pronunciation and when a speaking or listening activity 
in MNSL? 
 
Last Fall it was very time-consuming for you to provide student feedback. How is giving 
feedback going this time? 
 
Did students receive enough instruction on how to use MNSL? Do they need more? 
 
3. Did you teach a LS class this summer?  If yes, did you use the lab? How is the fact you 
have MNSL affecting your teaching of a LS class? (as opposed to not having a lab at all or 
working on other materials in the lab) 
 
B. Teacher workshop on MSNL 
Can you talk about this?  Why did you initiate this?  Do you feel other teachers need help?  
How did the workshop go? 
What is the best way to help teachers? 
Should there be more workshops? If yes, what should be covered in them? 
How do other teachers perceive you? 
Now I’m helping you when you have questions. What are you going to do when I’m not here 
to help? 
 
C. Things I observed in class  
Last week in class, I observed you say: I want perfect pronunciation in this room. Can you 
talk about this… Why do you want perfect pronunciation from students? 
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Do you think students do better when they review in class the material they did in MNSL? 
Can you tell that students perform better? Do you still have to explain pronunciation although 
they have practiced this online?  In ideal situations? Should you be able to go faster through 
materials they covered online?  How do you fell when they do not know something they 
practiced in  MNSL? 
 
Interview 2: Bill 
A. Feedback 
Talk to me about giving feedback to students. 
Type of feedback- written, just score. Why not spoken? 
What do you address in the feedback? 
Are you requiring students to re-record answers? Why/ why not? 
Some teachers may be discouraged from assigning the exercises where they need to provide 
feedback because this takes a lot of time. What kind of advice would you give to them? 
 
Examples of activities where feedback was provided: 
Speaking-Unit 2-Integrated task-Lily’s story 
Pronunciation-Unit 2 and 3 
 
B. Homework 
What are you assigning for homework from MNSL? What from the book? 
 
C.  AT tests 
You did both ATs in MNSL and not paper tests. Tell me about this choice. 
 
D. Advice to other teachers 
What would be the advice to give to teachers who are new to MNSL and are planning to use 
it with their class? 
 
What can be done to assist our LS instructors in the process of using MNSL? 
How can our LS teachers be helped? 
 
Overall  
Are you learning something new about MNSL at this point?  
 
What would be the single greatest advantage of MNSL? What would be its greatest 
disadvantage? 
 
Is the combination of class and online work adding to instruction? Why? If yes, how? 
 
E. Lab 
In the first interview you told me you preferred two lab days to one. How do you feel about 
this at this point? Do you have enough time in the class? 
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In the future, would you prefer to have it once a week, two times a week, or more times a 
week?  
 
I noticed that you give a lot of individual instructions to students in the lab. You go around 
and talk to almost everyone. What is your role in the lab? (what about the class?) 
 
How do you like lab days in comparison to class days? 
What do you like about lab days? 
What do you dislike about lab days? 
 
In your opinion, do students benefit from the lab?  
Who are the students that benefit the most? 
 
There is a data projector connected to the teacher’s computer in 312. Do we need a lab that 
has a projector or we can have a class in a lab without one? 
 
I noticed that some students stayed after the end of the class to complete work (Nov 3-lab, 
Oct 23-Lab). Tell me your thoughts on this. 
 
F. Questions based on observations (all classes and labs up to Nov 6) 
 
I was in the class when they started preparing their ads in Unit 1-group activity. I observed 
just the first part of it but did not get to see the final production. 
 
How did it go? What was their production like? What was the main challenge? Are students 
used to working in groups? Were students given enough time? Did they understand 
instruction? Correct students?  
For group work activity, do students need more scaffolding?   
 
Unit 2-role play.  Did you do it? 
 
I observed this when they were preparing ads in Unit 1. When given a chance to speak, 
students do not speak English- How do you feel about this? What can be done about this?  
 
The very first activity you did from the book was this one (show). You were in the lab and 
then after discussion you directed students to the computers to do Listening 1. What do you 
think about having 312 lab 5 days a week and conducting classes here? This way, students 
could use computers every class if necessary. 
 
I observed that you go quickly over activities Ss completed in MNSL in class (Unit 2-
Listening, Lily’s story) 
I noticed that students are given listening exercises to do for homework in MNSL and mark 
answers in the book. How has that been working for you? 
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The class does not have time to complete listening. T told them they will check in the lab. 
Did they check listening on page 22 last time in the lab? 
 
Class observation-Unit 3, Listening for main ideas and Listen for details (p. 38 and 39). The 
class is not very responsive. Students do not seem engaged. Why? Not interested or it is too 
difficult. 
 
G. Students 
I observed on several occasions that you pay attention to disruptive students and check what 
they are doing, making sure they are following and not talking with each other. Talk to me 
about this. T spends a lot of class time making sure weak and unmotivated students are on 
task. 
 
I observed that you often write the number of incomplete activities on the board. Is this 
helpful? What is the effect of this on students? 
 
Speculation about ideal situation: Let’s imagine. Would the class be different if students were 
more motivated--did all the work in MNSL and in the book, paid attention in class and did 
not speak Chinese? How? 
 
In class you mentioned that student S always works quickly. Is he ahead of other students? 
Can you tell me about the quality of his work? Does he finish quickly because he is 
motivated or he just wants to get through? Not giving him enough work may be a missed 
opportunity for this student. 
 
Class structure 
Usually at the beginning of the class, you engage in a small talk is with students some 10-15 
min of the class.  
 
T: “Everything takes longer in this class. “ Students are slow to get started in the lab. 
 
Do you think students do better when they review in class the material they did in MNSL? 
 
Interview 3: Bill 
Training 
The first week of the semester, we had a teacher training workshop about the introduction to 
MNSL. We were in the LA computer lab and we went over how to set up a course and enroll 
students. I also showed some main features. Then, at the end of September, you invited LS 
teachers for a meeting in the 312 lab to show your course and answer questions. Finally, at 
the beginning of November, we met again in 312 to share ideas on how teachers use MNSL 
in their classes. 
 
What do you think about these workshops and meetings? 
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Do you think teachers had enough chances to observe MNSL in these meetings so they could 
use it by themselves? 
 
What can be done to improve teacher and student experience with MNSL? What kind of 
support is necessary? 
 
What kind of training should be provided to students? Who should provide training? 
 
If you were asked to provide training before and/or during the next Fall semester and to be 
the resource person, how would you feel?  
 
Curricular innovation model & stages teachers go through 
 
Think of the time when you used MNSL for the first time-this was the first pilot in Fall 07 
and involved only one unit-Long-necked women. Then in Fall 08, your class was the only 
class that used MNSL for the whole semester. This semester, Fall 09 other classes have used 
it too. We can say that you have been around this technology for some time now.  
 
Can you talk to me about the stages you went through from your first contact with MNSL to 
the present moment? 
 
How have you changed? 
Did you have enough time to try out MNSL lab? Would you need more?  
 
The class had the online and face-to-face component. Has the fact you had an online 
component changed the way you teach the class? (Change in teaching philosophy/methods) 
 
What is a single biggest advantage of combining classroom instruction with online 
instruction in MNSL? 
 
Questions based on observations (after November 6) 
Role plays about roommates. You were in Durham and gave students cards with role play. I 
observed their preparation and several pairs performed.  
 
Why did you do role-play with roommates? How did it go? 
How did the other role plays go? I observed only 3. 
 
I observed students speaking Chinese as they were preparing role plays. 
I appeared to me that students were having a good time. 
 
There was an activity in the book but you did not do it (see which one). Ask about other role 
plays from the book they may have completed. 
 
Material covered 
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How far in the book did you get? (Note: students completed British/American English unit 
on Friday, Dec 4) 
 
What are you working on this week (the last week of the semester)? 
 
At the LS meeting, the administrator suggested students not meeting in the class and doing 
online activities on their own. What do you think of that? 
 
Issues 
Everything takes longer in this class. Students will not redo activities in MNSL when told to. 
Does students’ proficiency level have to do with this? 
The classes may not have gone the way you planned. What would need to happen for class to 
go smoothly? 
 
MNSL 
Are you learning something new about MNSL at this point? 
 
What is the biggest advantage of MNSL? 
What is the biggest shortcoming of MNSL? 
 
Value of the activities: 
Speaking activities? For speaking 
Pronunciation activities? For pronunciation 
Listening activities? For listening 
 
Are there features/activities in MNSL that you have not used but would like to? 
 
Do you have any comments for the designers of MNSL? Are there things that could be 
improved? 
 
Future 
What advice would you give to teachers in other Intensive English Programs, who are 
thinking of using MNSL for the first time? 
 
If you are to teach the same class again next Fall, would you make any changes to it? 
Address class organization, online activities, lab meetings, and teaching methods. 
 
What do you think about having a platform such as MNSL in other skills classes? 
 
Next Fall semester, IEOP may use NorthStar textbook series and online materials again. I 
your opinion, how likely is this to happen? There is opposition to this series from some 
teachers. How will that influence the decision to use the series? 
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Interview 1: Grace 
Background 
Tell me a little bit about:  
Education (degree) 
Previous teaching experience 
Teaching in IEOP 
Teaching a LS course in IEOP 
 
Teaching 
What constitutes good teaching for you? 
What are some teaching methods you are using in the classroom? 
What kind of teaching materials and activities have the highest pedagogical value? 
How do your students learn best? 
 
Technology 
Tell me a little bit about your use of technology outside of class. 
 
Have you received any technology training? 
 
What do you think about the use of technology for language teaching and learning? 
 
Is there a need for using computers for language teaching in IEOP? If yes, where does this 
need come from? 
 
Previous experience with using technology for language teaching: answered in e-mail 
 
Taking classes to the lab: answered in e-mail (Spring 09). Can you describe what you did in 
the lab? By skill…Summer 09- LS class 
 
Has the way you organize the class in the lab changed from Spring 09 to Summer 09? 
  
 
LMS 
Is an LMS/content management system (WebCT, Moodle) a new technology for you?  
 
Is a commercially made LMS a new technology for you (MNSL)?   
 
Is there a need for using a system like WebCT or Moodle or MNSL in IEOP? Where does 
this need come from? 
 
Lab 
Yesterday was the first time students could use MNSL in the lab. How did the lab go? 
 
What are you going to do in the labs? Talk to me about some of your plans.  This may not be 
what you actually do- what are you thinking at this point you’ll do? 
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How are you planning on structuring the class?  
 
You have the lab available twice a week- how is that affecting the structure of the class? 
 
How are you going to choose the activities in MNSL? 
 
At this point, how difficult is it for you to use MNSL? 
 
At this point, how difficult is it for students to use MNSL? 
 
What are some advantages of using MNSL in your LS?   
Disadvantages?  
 
Do you anticipate that the use of MEL will change how you teach the class or how the class 
is structured? 
 
Blended classes 
What are some advantages of having classes meet in the lab (for both teachers and students) 
and in the classroom? 
Some disadvantages? 
 
Interview 2: Grace 
Feedback 
Talk to me about giving feedback to students. 
Type of feedback-spoken, written, just score- Sometimes written and sometimes just score 
What do you address in the feedback? 
Time involved --Is the time the teacher spends giving feedback in MNSL, time well spent? 
Should you be doing something else instead? 
Focus on accuracy - If there was an error--how did you react? 
Are you requiring students to re-record answers? Why/ why not? 
 
 
Questions based on observations (all classes and labs up to Oct 24) 
 
Unit 1, class, Teacher explains: “While in class, I want you to do as much opportunity to 
speak.” T: “I want them to do a speaking activity (ads on page 10). I should have given 
vocabulary for homework”. (Sep 21, class) Why?  
 
T: “The time goes so quickly” (Sep 21, class, Sep 25, class) Why do you feel this way?  Do 
you feel you don’t have enough time in the classroom?  
 
In the first interview you mentioned that this may be an issue and mentioned having Ss do 
activities for homework those that they don’t have time to do in class. 
Are you assigning listening activities for homework? This would be one of the changes, you 
anticipated. 
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After one of the first class observations, you told me: it is difficult to get the students 
speaking in class - Why? Do you still feel the same? What can be done about this?  
 
Group work- Unit 1-creating the ad. How did it go? Unit 2-role play.  How did it go? Focus 
on accuracy/ fluency? Students speaking Chinese in class? 
 
I observed that you do a lot of pair and group work in class. Talk to me about this. Then you 
call on individual students again. Why? 
 
Change in comfort level:  
T tells me: “I like MNSL more now that I’m familiar with it.” What was your initial 
reaction? What is it now? How has this change happened? (Oct 6, lab)  
 
S told me after class: “I think I’m teaching the second unit better because I’m familiar with 
the book.” What are the changes you are making from Unit 1 to Unit 2? (Lab, Oct 1) 
 
First lab (Sep 22) XX said: “I’m so glad you are here. Now other teachers are asking ME 
how to do things. I say thanks to Maja I can do this….. Otherwise I wouldn’t have known.” 
Why were you glad? How do you feel about other teachers asking you how to do things? 
 
In the first interview you said I took you more time to prepare than it should. Also, 
navigating to the grade book was a challenge. Still? At this point, how difficult is it for you to 
use MNSL? 
 
Choice of activities 
T tells me they worked on vocabulary in class the previous day (Lab Oct 1) and spent a lot of 
time on vocabulary so it is good that students are working on vocabulary in the lab today.  
 
Students have covered Grammar and Pronunciation materials in the lab on Tuesday (the day 
before).  The class goes over the grammar materials very quickly in class. (Oct 14, class) T 
says: “Let’s do this quickly”  
  
Teacher does not like spending much time on grammar and vocabulary. After the lab T tells 
me: “I don’t like to spend a lot of time on vocabulary and grammar”. I like speaking and 
pronunciation part more. (Oct 6, Lab) 
 
You did both ATs in MNSL. Tell me about this choice. In the first interview you mentioned 
it would be a big bonus to have speaking test on line. 
 
How are you choosing the activities in MNSL? 
What would be the single greatest advantage of MNSL? 
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Lab 
I noticed that you don’t give a lot of instructions to students in the lab. You don’t prompt 
them at all to do their work. There was one lab I observed where you told them to log in and 
that was all (Lab, Oct 1). Students know their way around and know what to do. 
 
T: “I was so happy when I came in [to the lab] yesterday. You are the most hardworking 
class. I love this class. Keep it up!” (said in relation to Lab Oct 6) 
 
How do you like lab days in comparison to class days? You told me you like lab days (I’m so 
tired”). Why? (Oct 6, lab)  
 
Do students benefit from the lab? 
Who are the students that benefit the most? 
 
Students 
Some Ss finished the material half way through the class. T tells me: “They are getting so 
efficient”-why is this the case? (Oct 6, lab); I’m running out of activities to assign to this 
class”. (Oct 15, lab) 
 
Unit 2- new activity. T tells me before class” “I have assigned one activity (Discussion 
board) I have not done before. I’m curious what they will do with it”. How did the students 
do? 
 
Homework 
How much homework is assigned? From the book? From MNSL? 
 
 T tells me that students are not given homework in MNSL.(Oct 15_lab). Students who don’t 
finish lab work should do it for homework. In some of class observations, I noted that they 
were given something for homework.   
 
Lab 
What is your role in the lab? What is your role in the classroom? 
 
You have the lab available twice a week-- how is that affecting the structure of the class?  
 
Is the choice of activities in the class affected by the lab? 
 
Is the time in the lab, the time well spent? 
 
What do you like about the lab day? 
What do you dislike about the lab day? 
 
Is the combination of class and online work adding to instruction? Why? If yes, how? 
 
191 
 
There is a data projector connected to the teacher’s computer. What do you think about its 
use in the lab? 
 
Interview 3: Grace 
What do you think about meeting in the lab two times a week?  
 
If you were to teach LS again next Fall and the same materials are used, how many lab 
meetings would you like to have? 
 
What is a single biggest advantage of combining classroom instruction with online 
instruction in MNSL? 
 
Curricular innovation model & stages teachers go through 
Think of the lab when you used MNSL for the first time-this was at the beginning of the 
semester.  Today was the last day of class. Can you talk to me about the stages you went 
through from your first contact with MNSL to the present moment? 
 
How have you changed? Change in materials, methodological skills, and pedagogical values. 
Is there evidence for any of these things? 
 
Did you have enough time to try out MNSL lab? Would you need more time? (trialability) 
 
Did you have enough time to observe MNSL lab use before you started using it? Would you 
need more time? (observability) 
 
The class had the online and face-to-face component. Has the fact you had an online 
component changed the way you teach the class? 
 
Every class period I observed, students were doing at least one pair or group activity. If there 
were no lab meetings, would the number of pair/group activities stay the same? 
 
Material covered  
In the second interview, you mentioned that Integrated listening was hard for students and 
they always needed help with it. I observed one integrated listening activity that was hard (p. 
40-42 in the book). Why is this the case? How did Integrated listening in Unit 4 go? 
 
How far in the book did you get? (Note: students completed AT for unit on Language, on 
Thursday, Dec 3) 
 
What were you working on this week (the last week of the semester)? 
 
At one LS teachers’ meeting, a suggestion came up that students may not need to be meeting 
in the class and could be doing online activities on their own. What do you think about that? 
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MNSL 
Making connection between class and lab. She mentioned this once in class when she wanted 
to point out a common mistake (but no more).  Can the students see the connection between 
the materials in the book and online? (Integration--not a lot of this observed in class or lab) 
 
What is the biggest advantage of MNSL? 
What is the biggest shortcoming of MNSL? 
 
Value of the activities: 
Speaking activities? For speaking 
Pronunciation activities? For pronunciation 
Listening activities? For listening 
 
Are you learning something new about MNSL at this point? 
 
Are there features/activities in MNSL that you have not used but would like to? 
 
Do you have any comments for the designers of MNSL? Are there things that could be 
improved? 
 
Training 
The first week of the semester, we had a teacher training workshop about the introduction to 
MNSL. We were in the LA computer lab and we went over how to set up a course and enroll 
students. I also showed some main features. Then, at the end of September, Bill invited LS 
teachers for a meeting in the 312 lab to show his course and answer questions. Finally, at the 
beginning of November, we met again in 312 to share ideas on how teachers use MNSL in 
their classes. 
 
What do you think about these workshops and meetings? 
 
Do you think teachers had enough chances to observe MNSL in these meetings so they could 
use it by themselves? 
 
What can be done to improve teacher and student experience with MNSL? What kind of 
support is necessary? 
 
What kind of training should be provided to students? Who should provide training? 
 
Future 
What advice would you give to teachers in other Intensive English Programs, who are 
thinking of using MNSL for the first time? 
 
If you are to teach the same class again next Fall, would you make any changes to it? 
Address class organization, online activities, lab meetings, and teaching methods. 
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What do you think about having a platform such as MNSL in other skills classes? 
 
Next Fall semester, IEOP may use NorthStar textbook series and online materials again. I 
your opinion, how likely is this to happen? There is opposition to this series from some 
teachers. How will that influence the decision to use the series? 
 
II Administrator interview questions 
0. In what ways is IEOP a typical IEP program? 
 
1. MyNorthStar series has been used in LS classes for several Fall semesters. However, IEOP 
used the same series with the online materials for the first time this semester (Fall 09).  How 
was it decided to use the books with online materials? 
 
2. From the administrator’s perspective, are there any advantages of using MNSL online 
materials over the books without the online materials? 
 
3. From the administrator’s perspective, what is a single biggest advantage of combining 
classroom instruction with online instruction in MNSL?  
 
4. From my class and lab observations and interviews with a number of teachers I get a sense 
that there was a wide variety of ways how MNSL was used (how often it was used, which 
activities were assigned, if MNSL was an essential part of the class or not). Do you think this 
is typical for an IEP program that starts using materials for the first time? 
 
5. Training: The first week of the semester, we had a teacher training workshop about the 
introduction to MNSL. We were in the LA computer lab and we went over how to set up a 
course and enroll students. I also showed you some main features. Then, at the end of 
September, XX invited LS teachers for a meeting in the 312 lab to show his course and 
answer questions. Finally, at the beginning of November, we met again in 312 to share ideas 
on how teachers use MNSL in their classes. 
 
What do you think about these workshops and meetings? 
 
What kind of training should be provided to students? (Who should provide training?) 
 
6. What can be done to improve teacher and student experience with MNSL? What kind of 
support is necessary? 
 
6a. Some teachers may be hesitant to use MNSL or any new technology for that matter. Do 
you think teachers should be left to choose if they want to use the technology or not OR this 
decision should be made on the program level and should not be left to individual teachers to 
decide? 
 
If decision on the program level to use technology, how can you make sure everyone is using 
the technology? 
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7. What advice would you give to administrators in other Intensive English Programs, who 
are thinking of using MNSL for the first time? 
 
8. Next Fall semester, IEOP may use NorthStar textbook series and online materials again. In 
your opinion, how likely is this to happen given the opposition from some teachers?  
 
III Student focus group questions 
1. What do you think about having you LS class in the computer lab two days a week?  
 
2. Here is an example of pronunciation activity (give out a piece of paper with screen shots of 
two pronunciation activities).  Wait for participants to examine the activities. How are 
pronunciation activities helping your pronunciation? 
 
3. Here is an example of a speaking activity (give a piece of paper with screen shots of two 
pronunciation activities). How are these activities helping your speaking? 
If no one mentions teacher feedback, ask: What do you think about the teacher writing 
comments about your speaking and pronunciation?  
 
5a. What is one good thing about the class meeting both in the classroom and computer lab? 
 
5. How is this (the fact that the class meets in the classroom and computer lab) helping your 
English? 
 
6. At the end of each unit, there is a test. You have completed two tests so far. What do you 
think about having the test in MyNorthStarLab? 
 
7. Which activities in the classroom are helping you with speaking? 
    Which activities in the classroom are helping you with pronunciation? 
 
8. This is an example of a listening activity (give a piece of paper with screen shots of two 
listening activities).  How are these activities helping your listening?  
 
9. Sometimes you did some activities in MyNorthStarLab in the computer lab and then 
reviewed them in class (did them again quickly). What do you think about doing activities 
completed in MyNorthStarLab, again in class quickly for review? 
 
IV Teacher focus group questions 
1. How often have you used MyNorthStarLab in the computer lab? 
    How often have you assigned MNSL activities for homework? 
 
2. There are a lot of materials online. How did you choose which MNSL activities to assign? 
 
3. Let’s talk about pronunciation and speaking activities in MNSL. In these activities 
students record their voices and the teacher can listen to student responses. (Show screen 
shots of sample activities) 
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Have you assigned these activities?  
 
Have you graded them? 
How did you grade them- gave a numerical score, gave written comments, recorded oral 
comments?  How did you decide on the kind of feedback to provide? 
 
4. What is a single biggest advantage of combining classroom instruction with online 
instruction in MNSL?  
 
5. For how many of you is MNSL a new technology--something you had not used before the 
Fall semester started?  (Report the count) 
 
6. Some of you told me you were apprehensive about using the platform at first. How many 
of you felt like this at the beginning of the semester? (Report the count) 
How do you feel about it now? 
(If participants say they are more comfortable now, ask what made them more comfortable?) 
 
7. How difficult is it to use MNSL? (Ask this even if answered in Q 6) 
 
8. The first week of the semester, we had a teacher training workshop about the introduction 
to MNSL. We were in the LA computer lab and we went over how to set up a course and 
enroll students. I also showed you some main features. Then, at the end of September, XX 
invited LS teachers for a meeting in the 312 lab to show his course and answer questions. 
Finally, at the beginning of November, we met again in 312 to share ideas on how teachers 
use MNSL in their classes. 
 
What do you think about these workshops and meetings? 
 
What kind of training should be provided to students? 
 
9. Next Fall semester, IEOP may use NorthStar textbook series and online materials again. I 
your opinion, how likely is this to happen?  
 
10. What can be done to improve teacher and student experience with MNSL? What kind of 
support is necessary? 
 
11. What advice would you give to teachers in other Intensive English Programs, who are 
thinking of using MNSL for the first time? 
 
12. What is your role in the classroom and what is your role in the computer lab? 
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APPENDIX C 
 
Code definition Code  Code Definition 
Lab Location-lab Place, Time in computer lab (in hours or days a week) 
                preference Location-lab-prefer Preference for number/length of meetings.  Why is this 
location good? 
Research question 2: Innovation     
Novelty  New Quality of being new. Novelty of blended learning 
instruction or novelty of MNSL(LMS) use. 
Blended learning* New-BL Blended learning as new type of instruction 
            MNSL (MyNorthStarLab) New-MNSL MNSL(LMS-learning management system) as a new 
technology or as new materials 
Attributes     
Advantage     
               Blended learning* Advantage-BL Benefits of  blended learning 
               MNSL (MyNorthStarLab) Advantage-MNSL Benefits of MNSL 
Disadvantage     
               Blended learning* Disadvantage-BL Drawbacks of BL 
               MNSL (MyNorthStarLab) Disadvantage-MNSL Drawbacks of MNSL 
Complexity     
               Complexity of MNSL use Complexity-MNSL Overall difficulty/ease of MNSL use 
               Technical difficulty Technical difficulty Specific technical problems 
               Things to learn in MSNL Things to learn-MNSL Features/aspects of MNSL the teacher would like to learn 
Trialability Trial Comments about trying out MNSL before using with 
class 
Observability  Observe Observing others using MNSL before using with class 
Research question 2: Innovation (Change)   Any change that is mentioned (in the ease of use, 
learning, belief) 
teacher Change-teacher   
               Technology comfort level change Change-teacher-comfort How comfort level with technology changed 
                Feelings about change Change-teacher-feelings Exact words/phrases used to describe how the teacher felt 
                Change in teaching methods  Change-teacher-methods Change in instructing class 
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List of codes 
 
Code definition Code  Code Definition 
Research question 1: Blended learning 
model 
    
integration  Integration Connection between classroom and lab work 
learning content      
Textbook materials Textbook materials Comments about particular textbook activities/units/the 
book 
Online materials (MNSL) Online materials Comments about particular online activities/online 
content/features (e.g. gradebook) 
                    Value Online materials-Value What is the value of online materials? 
                         Listening Online materials-Value-List Value specifically for listening comprehension 
                         Speaking Online materials-Value-Speak Value specifically for speaking  
                         Pronunciation Online materials-Value-Pronun Value specifically for pronunciation 
teaching methods      
in classroom   Teaching methods-classroom How is instruction conducted? Comments on teaching in 
classroom, what students are learning, type of work 
(pair/group/individual), addressing errors 
in lab  Teaching methods-lab Comments on teacher presence in lab, what students are 
doing/learning, type of work (independent) 
participant roles   Who are the people involved? 
            teacher Role-teacher What is the role of the teacher?  
            students Role-students What is the role of the students? Other student 
characteristics: maturity, motivation, language 
level/ability, stronger/weaker performance 
location   Physical space  
classroom Location-classroom Place, Time in classroom (in hours or days a week) 
                 preference Location-class-prefer Preference for number/length of meetings. Why is this 
location good? 
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*Blended learning is defined as a combination of face-to-face and online learning 
 
 
Code definition Code  Code Definition 
students Change-students Any kind of change in students- how fast they are 
learning, change of what they are doing in class 
Research question 2: Feedback (Relative 
advantage) 
  Only online feedback 
Type of (online) feedback   3 different types of feedback in MNSL 
            written Feedback-written Feedback is text 
            spoken Feedback-spoken Feedback is oral 
            score Feedback-score Feedback is numerical score 
                             
Value of feedback Feedback-value What is the value of any type of feedback? 
Student use of feedback Feedback-student-use Do students use feedback? Who uses the most? 
Advantages of giving feedback Feedback-advantage Benefits of providing feedback 
Disadvantages of giving feedback Feedback-disadvant Disadvantages of providing feedback 
Other topics: Future BL* and 
RQ3:Attitudes 
    
Recommendation to others Future-recommend Would teacher recommend MNSL or use it again? 
Change in future MNSL use Future-change How would future MNSL use change? 
Use of LMS in other classes Future-other classes Could MNSL/LMS be used in other classes? 
Likelihood of future MNSL use Future IEP use Will MNSL/NorthStar series be used again in IEOP? 
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